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WHEAT CROP USED ON THE FARM 


WEDNESDAY, JUNE 1, 1955 


Houses or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON WHEAT OF THE 
ComMITTEE OF AGRICULTURE, 
Woshington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 2 p. m., pursuant to call, in room 1310, 
New House Office Building, Hon. Carl Albert (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 

Mr. AtsBert. The committee will please come to order. 

We have met to consider sundry bills by various members, and these 
include S. 46, H. R. 1834, H. R. 3232, H. R. 3669, H. R. 4053, H. R. 
4570, H. R. 5303, H. R. 5372, H. R. 5397, H. R. 6019, H. R. 6145, 
and H. R. 6437, all of which are identical or very similar in content. 
The purpose of these bills is to amend the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, as amended, to exempt certain wheat producers from 
liability under the act where all the wheat crop is fed or used for seed 
on the farm, and for other purposes. 

(H. R. 1834 and H. R. 6145 are as follows:) 


[H. R. 1834, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 to exempt certain wheat Specpuane from liability 
under the Act where all the wheat crop is fed or used for seed on the farm, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 335 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, as amended, is amended by adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsection: 

“(f) The Secretary, upon application made pursuant to regulations prescribed 
by him, shall exempt producers from any obligation under this Act to pay the 
penalty on, deliver to the Secretary, or store the farm marketing excess with 
respect to any farm for any crop of wheat harvested in 1955 or subsequent years 
on the following conditions: 

(1) That none of such crop of wheat is removed from such farm; 

(2) That such entire crop of wheat is used for seed on such farm, or is fed 
on such farm to livestock, including poultry, owned by any such producer, 
or a subsequent owner or operator of the farm; and 

(3) That such producers and their successors comply with all regulations 
prescribed by the Resoctare for the purpose of determining compliance with 
the foregoing conditions. 

Failure to comply with any of the foregoing conditions shall cause the exemption 
to become immediately void unless such failure is due to circumstances beyond 
the control of such producers as determined by the Secretary. If an exemption 
becomes void the provisions of this Act shall become applicable to the same extent 
as if such exemption had not been granted. No acreage planted to wheat in 
excess of the farm acreage allotment for a crop covered by an exemption under this 
subsection shall be considered in determining any subsequent wheat acreage 
allotment or marketing quota for such farm.” 


1 
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[H. R. 6145, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 to exempt certain wheat producers from 
liability under the Act where all the wheat crop is fed or used for seed on the farm, and for other 
purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 335 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, as amended, is amended by adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsection: 

“(f) The Secretary shall exempt all producers, who may make application there- 
for, from any obligation under this Act with respect to any crop of wheat harvested 
in 1955 or subsequent years by such applicant on the following conditions: 

(1) That such entire crop of wheat (A) is used for seed on such farm, or (B) 
is fed on such farm to livestock, including poultry, owned by any such producer, 
or a subsequent owner or operator of the farm, or to wildlife (including waterfowl) 
on such farm, or (C) is otherwise consumed on such farm; and 

(2) That such producers and their successors comply with all regulations pre- 
scribed by the Secretary for the purpose of determining compliance with the fore- 
going conditions. 

“Failure to comply with any of the foregoing conditions shall cause the exemp- 
tion to become immediately void unless such failure is due to circumstances beyond 
the control of such producers as determined by the Secretary. If an exemption 
becomes void the provisions of this Act shall become applicable to the same extent 
as if such exemption had not been granted. No acreage planted to wheat in 
excess of the farm acreage allotment for a crop covered by an exemption under 
this subsection shall be considered in determining any subsequent wheat acreage 
allotment or marketing quota for such farm.” 


Mr. Apert. S. 46 has been passed by the Senate, and we have 
before us a Senate report as well as the report of the Department of 
Agriculture on H. R, 1834, dated March 4, 1954, which is favorable 
to enactment of the bill. 

We also have with us a representative from the Department, Mr. 
McLain, this afternoon. But we will ask you, if you don’t mind, to 


stand by just briefly while we hear from Congressman Cole who has 
another meeting. 
Congressman Cole, the committee will now recognize you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. W. STERLING COLE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Cote. Mr. Chairman, I was one of those who introduced one of 
the bills which you enumerated, H. R. 4053. I appear not in behalf 
«ggg particular bill but in behalf of the general purpose of all of the 

ills. 

First, I want to compliment the committee on its decision to hear 
this problem, which is not of great importance in the entire nation- 
wide problem of wheat production, marketing and so forth, but it is of 
great importance to the small wheat growers and particularly to the 
small farmer who also is a poultryman. 

I recognize that by exempting the wheat producer who uses his 

roduction on his property does do some violence to the general prob- 
ca of the wheat marketing quota principle. But, on the other hand, 
to me, that does a greater violence to a much greater and more funda- 
mental principle of government, and that is that a man should have 
the right to use the product of his own property in any way that he 
may see fit so long as he does not interfere with the rights of his neigh- 
bor or other property owners or does not use or exercise that right in 
an immoral or an improper manner. 

It seems to me entirely contrary to our fundamentals of private 
enterprise, private property, that a man should be subject to a penalty 
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for growing a product on his own property and then consuming it 
himself or having it consumed by other animals on his farm or on his 
property. 

So I urge that the committee give favorable consideration to 
exempting this type of grower. 

I have no prepared statement. I do not wish to discuss the subject 
further except to strongly urge that the committee do take favorable 
action on the proposal. 

Mr. Atsert. Thank you, Mr. Cole, for your statement. 

Is there any member who desires to interrogate Congressman Cole? 

Mr. Hitz. Mr. Cole, I would like to ask a question. 

I believe that in the last session we passed a bill on wheat acreage, 
and eliminated some 12 States. Because of the total number of acres 
of wheat grown in those States they were not considered in the program. 

Now you are from New York. Would it not be better for New 
York and for the dairyman and poultryman if we eliminated—and I 
think we talked about it—25 States entirely from the program? 
And undoubtedly New York would be in there. 

Would that not be better than to pass a bill like this which would 
permit them to extend the wheat acreage if they wished as long as 
they feed it on the farm? 

Which would you prefer? 

Mr. Cor. Considering the problem from a purely provincial 
standpoint, that is, of doing what will accomplish what the people I 
represent seek to have accomplished, then the suggestion which you 
have made, Mr. Hill, would do that. 

It is my understanding that the wheatgrowers of New York State, 
in the vote which was taken on this matter last year or the year before, 
voted against coming under the wheat program. But, for some rea- 
son, their vote did not result in their being exempt. 

However, exempting all wheatgrowers from New York would not 
solve the principal objection which I have to the idea of penalizing a 
man for consuming his own production whether he lives in Kansas or 
New York or Colorado or wherever he may live. 

Mr. Hitu. Of course, you understand 65 to 75 percent of all of 
the corn produced in this country is fed on the farm. 

Mr. Horven. Eighty-five percent. 

Mr. Hitu. He says 85 percent. I think he is a little high. 

What about that? Would that have any effect on what you are 
asking us to do here? 

Mr. Couez. Certainly, to be consistent, the same principle should be 
applied to all types of farm production. 

r. Hitt. Then do you mean to say, in corn, the farmer could 
ow just as much corn as he wished without price supports if he fed 
it to the hogs? 

Mr. Cote. I would say so. 

Mr. Hii. But in commercial corn areas then you would have a 
different program. 

Mr. Cote. If you are going to continue a program of price supports 
and production quotas, then that is the way it should be. The man 
who produces a farm commodity for marketing as a commodity should 
come within the penalty provisions. But if it is raised to assist him 
in producing other types of farm commodities I think he should be 
exempt. 
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I couldn’t take any position otherwise, having expressed myself 
with respect to wheat as I have. 

Mr. Hixu. But you would not object to taking New York out of the 
program. 

Mr. Cots. Not at all. 

Mr. Hutu. If we should step the States up to 25—and I am sorry 
I do not have the records before me, but I think we have 12 States 
where we took the program out, and we had 25 that we considered. 
There were 25 States we talked about taking out of the wheat program, 
and finally wound up by taking 12. That is the way my memory serves 
me. 

Mr. Cous. Certainly, if you exempt my wheatgrowers in New 
York State from all of the provisions of the wheat production market- 
ing laws, I would be more than satisfied. And if that is the solution 
which is determined by this committee to be the proper one I will 
have no complaint. 

Mr. Autsrert. Mr. Hope desires to ask a question. 

Mr. Horr. Mr. Cole, we are very glad to have you before the 
committee. 

I don’t believe you have ever been before the committee before. 

Mr. Cotz. This is a novel experience, I assure you. And probably 
the reason why I have never felt obliged to appear here is because I 
was represented by a colleague from New York State who was a 
member of this committee for many, many years. 

Mr. Horr. What I wanted to ask you, Mr. Cole, is don’t you think 
the present provision of the law which gives every farmer a 15-acre 
exemption is a pretty liberal provision? There is no other commodity 
which is treated with that liberality. 


Otherwise, I would have a and sympathetic feeling with your 


suggestion that the man ought to be permitted to use what he pro- 
duces on his farm on his farm. But if a producer in your State has 
the production of 15 acres of wheat—and your yield up there is 
pretty high; your average yield would be somewhere between 20 and 
30 bushels to the acre, [ am sure—you would have from 300 to 500 
bushels of wheat on that farm that could be used on the farm as feed. 

Now, except in a big commercial operation such as a large poultry 
project, that would be all the wheat that a farmer would need to use 
on the farm. 

Do you not think the situation is pretty well taken care of for that 
reason? 

Mr. Cote. It probably would be for the small consumer, the small 
poultry producer. But perhaps the situation might be relaxed to 
some extent by increasing the exempt acreage from 15 to a larger 
amount so that the average-sized or moderate-sized poultry raiser 
would not be penalized for raising feed for his own i i 

Mr. Hops. Of course, in addition to the 15 acres of wheat, he can 
ror all of the barley and all of the oats and all of the corn—because 

vew York is in a noncommercial corn area—that he might need to 
feed his poultry or his livestock. 

So he has other opportunities to produce feed in addition to the 
15-acre wheat exemption. 

If we are going to have laws of this kind which impose marketin 
quotas it seems to me we have been as generous as we can be wit 
respect to the wheat provision. When you get into the field of a 
large poultry operation, if that farmer has been producing his own 








WHEAT CROP USED ON THE FARM 5 


feed over a period of years he will have an allotment much larger than 
15 acres. So he is not seriously hurt at the present time. Unless he 
is a new man just coming in he will have an acreage allotment which, 
while it would be cut down somewhat from what he was producing 
before acreage allotments and marketing quotas went into effect. in 
1954, will still enable him to carry on a large operation entirely within 
his allotment. So it doesn’t seem to me that a strong case can be 
made out for this legislation. 

I am just expressing my views, and I, of course, respect your views 
on the matter. But it just does not seem to me that the producer in 
New York State has very much to complain about. 

Mr. Cots. I read the correspondence which you have had with one 
of the poultry raisers in my section, which I formerly represented. I 
appreciate having had the opportunity to analyze or to give considera- 
tion to your viewpoint. 

I share the feeling which most of the Members of Congress have 
with respect to your judgment in this problem of wheat production, 
quota limitations, and so forth. I recognize that it is a big problem. 

I think, from having obtained some understanding of what your 
proposal is to deal with the wheat production problem, it is perhaps 
a sound one.. And yet I do still feel that anybody who owns property 
should have the inherent, inalienable and inviolable right to use that 
promeey for his own purposes without being subject to a fine or penalty. 

t is on that basis that I urge that the wheatgrower who consumes his 
own production should be exempt from the penalties. 

Mr. Hops. There are two other approaches to this matter. And, 
as I say, I am sympathetic with the viewpoint of the people in New 
York on this matter. 

One of the approaches has been mentioned by Mr. Hill, and that 
would be to expand the area which would be outside of the commer- 
cial wheat area and which I think has some merit. We started that 
last year. And I think we could take in more territory if we are going 
to continue the present type of program. 

And the other would be the certificate plan discussed in correspond- 
ence to which you made reference. 

It seems to me that in a matter of this kind we should try to do 
something to deal with the entire problem rather than just take a 
little segment of it and attempt to deal with it as is done by your legis- 
lation. That is another objection I have to the bills we have before 
us. They do not attempt to deal with the whole big problem here 
which is a very difficult one, but would just touch the problem as far 
as one little segment is concerned, and that is all. 

Mr. Coutz. Although I am not familiar with any studies that may 
have been made on the subject, I cannot believe that the exemption 
of the wheat-growing consumer would have a very great effect on the 
overall wheat production problem. 

Mr. Lovrs. Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Cootery. I want to ask one question, Mr. Chairman. 

Has any of your district been declared a disaster area? 

Mr. Cote. Not in recent years. 

Chairman Cooter. I mean now. 

Mr. Cots. No 

Chairman Cootnry. That is all. 

Mr. AuBert. Mr. Lovre. 


65806—55———2 
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Mr. Lovre. Your principal objection to the program concerns the 
rinciples involved in the support program rather than the 15-acre 
imitation. 

Mr. Cote. It is the principle involved. 

Chairman Coo.ey. _ do not object to the principle of the acreage 

allotment marketing quota law in the commercial wheat areas, do 
ou? 

e You said that your area was not a commercial wheat area, and 

you grew wheat for your own consumption, and you wanted to be 
exempt. 

Mr. Cole. That is right. 

Chairman Cootsy. You do not disagree with the overall philoso- 
phy behind the wheat program generally, do you? 

{r. Corn. I am not at the moment prepared to say that I could 
concur with the program. 

Chairman Coo.ry. Without the program think what our situation 
would be. 

The wheatgrowers have now reduced their acreage how much? 
How many acres have they reduced it? From 88 million? What is 
the acreage in wheat production? 

Mr. Horn. The allotment for 1955 is 55 million acres. 

Mr. Coo.ey. That is a reduction from what acreage? 

Mr. Horr. From 78 million. 

Chairman Cootny. The acreage has now been reduced to 55 million. 
But for this program we would not be growing 78 million; we might 
be growing 88 million acres of wheat. That would mean the prices 
would be demoralized and the wheat farmer’s income and his pur- 
chasing power would be destroyed. We would have a tremendous 
surplus far above what we have now. 

Mr. Cote. I quite readily concede that removal of the marketing 
quota system would cause untold confusion and demoralization. And 
if it is to be eliminated it should be replaced by some other method of 
handling it. 

Chairman Coo.ey. That is all. ' 

Mr. Atsert. Thank you very much, Mr. Cole. We appreciate 
having your statement. 

I note the presence of Congressman Quigley. Do you have a state- 
ment to make? 

Mr. Quiauey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Atpert. We want to declare a recess to answer a quorum call. 

Mr. Quieuey. I would be happy to come back. 

Mr. Atsert. We have a Department representative here. Do you 
want to be heard immediately? 

Mr. Quie.tey. Anything that suits the convenience of the com- 
mittee. I will be glad to do it then or at any time. 

Mr. Ausert. How long will you take, Mr. Quigley? 

Mr. Quia.ey. Five or ten minutes. 

Mr. Ausert. We will hear you immediately after the quorum call. 

The committee will reconvene at 2:45. 

(Whereupon, a short recess was taken.) 

Mr. Atsert. The committee will come to order. 

The Chair notes the presence of our distinguished colleague from 
Pennsylvania, Mr. Quigley. We will hear from him at this time. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES M. QUIGLEY, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Quigtey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

For the record, my name is James M. Quigley. I am a Member of 
the House from the 19th District of Pennsylvania, and I appreciate the 
courtesy of the subcommittee in permitting me to be heard at this time. 

You are now considering, under a number of bills, including one 
which I have introduced, bills which would exempt wheai producers 
from liability under the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 where all 
of the wheat crop is consumed on the farm where it is grown; that is, 
consumed either for feed or use for seed purposes on that farm. And I 
believe actually there is little need to justify such legislation. In my 
own opinion, by its very title, it justifies itself. 

When wheat is used entirely on the farm where it is grown it does 
not enter into the open market, and it, therefore, has absolutely no 
impact on the factors which govern the price of wheat to those farmers 
who produce it as a cash crop. Therefore, as I see it, there is no neces- 
sity for placing wheat grown entirely for use on the farm where it is 
grown under the jurisdiction of the acreage allotment program, the aim 
of which program is to help maintain decent price level for those who 
grow wheat as a cash crop. 

I would like to take a little bit of the time I have before the sub- 
committee to point to some of the support for this type of legislation 
which has been evidenced in the 19th Congressional District, which is 
made up of 3 counties in south-central Pennsylvania—Adams, 
Cumberland, and York. 

One of the more distinguished constituents whom I represent is the 
Honorable George M. Leader, the Governor of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Leader is also a very prominent poultry farmer. 

Shortly after I introduced H. R. 3232, Governor Leader wrote to 
me and said that the bill is something that our area has needed for 
quite a long time. And the Governor expressed the hope that the 
legislation would be approved by the House Agriculture Committee, 

In addition, A. P. Horner, Jr., who is the secretary of the Cumber- 
land County Farmers Association, my home county, also endorsed 
the bill for himself and on behalf of his orgavization. 

And I have heard in person and by letter from a large number of 
individual farmers in my district who urge the adoption of this type 
of legislation. 

This legislation is of particular interest to the poultry farmers who 
live in my district—and they live there in considerable number. 
Most of these poultry farmers in the 19th District. build their business 
on the approved farm management practice of crop rotation. This 
requires the growing of wheat in rotation, both for the improvement of 
the soil and for building up the pasture. And, of course, at the same 
time the growing of this wheat provides an important source of feed 
grain which these farmers use to feed their own stock. As long as they 
are subject to the penalty provisions of the wheat acreage allotment 
program, these prudent farmers, I believe, are being penalized for 
operas their farms on sound farm principles. 

think that this particular piece of legislation could be enacted 
which would enable the farmer to use his own farmland as he sees fit 
for a crop that he is going to consume entirely on his own land without 





8 WHEAT CROP USED ON THE FARM 


putting it into the open market, and the farmer who thus functions 
would have this freedom of use of the soil without at the same time, 
in my opinion, in any way jeopardizing the cash price that other 
specialists, farmers who are growing wheat for cash purposes, get from 
the present farm program. 

I would like to take just another minute or two to point out to 
the committee an additional matter that came to my attention follow- 
ing the introduction of H. R. 3232. 

Shortly after it was introduced I heard from the attorney general 
of the State of Pennsylvania. From the attorney general’s office of 
Pennsylvania came a request that I might consider introducing addi- 
tional legislation which would grant a comparable exemption provision 
to State institutions. 

I have had a series of conferences with the attorney general’s office 
in Pennsylvania and with representatives of the welfare department 
of that State. The problem that they brought to my attention and 
on which they were asking relief was simply this: 

There are in Pennsylvania, as there must be in many States, a 
number of State institutions—hospitals, sanitariums, penal institu- 
tions of a farm type. Most all of these institutions, which are 
located in rural settings, grow their own wheat. And they either mill 
their own wheat right on the institutional grounds or they send it to 
a commercial miller, and the wheat is returned as flour to the institu- 
tion where it is used by the institution—the inmates, the patients, the 
staff—to make bread, rolls and similar products. 

Now the Department of Agriculture has ruled that such institu- 
tions are subject to the provisions of the 1938 act. They must face 
the penalty provisions if they exceed any of the standard quotas. 

Here again is a situation where you have the entire crop grown and 
consumed right on the farm without ever leaving, entering into or in 
any way affecting a commercial wheat market. So I would suggest 
to the committee that they would give some thought and considera- 
tion to this matter, and perhaps the problem that was brought to my 
attention by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania might be solved 
simply by adding to the present bill, H. R. 3232, an amendment 
which would provide where the wheat is consumed on the farm either 
for food, feed, or seed purposes. In other words, as the bill now reads 
it is consumed for feed or seed purposes. By adding to it “for food 
purposes” it would take care of the situation that I have just re- 
ferred to which has come up in the administration of the various in- 
stitutions which fall under the Pennsylvania Department of Welfare. 

That, gentlemen, is the gist of my statement. 

Mr. Atsert. Thank you for your statement. 

Do any members of the committee have any questions? 

Mr. Hops. I would like to ask the gentleman a few questions, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Atsert. Mr. Hope. 

Mr. Hops. Do you not think that this 15-acre exemption is a 
at or provision if you are going to have a program of this 
ind at all? 

Mr. Quietey. Mr. Hope, my only comment on that would be that 
the farmers in my district apparently do not feel that the 15 acres is 
adequate for their purposes. 

r. Horr. Do you have very many farmers that produce more than 
15 acres of wheat? 
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Mr. Quicuey. I would have a considerable number of poultry and 
dairy farmers who, in an average, typical year, would produce in excess 
of 15 acres of wheat; yes, sir. 

Mr. Horr. Have they been doing that over the years or are they 
just trying to get into it now? 

Mr. Quiauey. That I could not answer with any specific instances 
to back it up. It is my understanding and my assumption, of course, 
that they have been growing as much wheat as they felt was adequate 
or needed for their particular purposes. And, of course, as I pointed 
out, they do not grow the product commercially. They grow it pri- 
aay or feed purposes on their farms, primarily for feeding of 

oultry. 

. Mr. Horr. What I was going to say is if they have been growing 
wheat over a period of years they, of course, would have an allotment, 
While it would not be as large or as much as they have been produc- 
ing, because total wheat acreage has been cut almost one-third, still 
if they have been producing it on a scale commensurate with the 
operation of a large poultry farm they would have a production 
history for a good deal more than 15 acres of wheat, and would be 
entitled to the same allotment proportionately as every other wheat- 
grower in the country. 

As a matter of fact, it seems to me that your producers in Pennsyl- 
vania and similar areas are treated more kindly than any other group 
of producers because if they are very small producers they get. this 
15-acre provision, and if they are larger producers they get the same 
consideration that wheatgrowers get anywhere in the country as far 
as their allotments are concerned. 

So it does not seem to me that they have any complaint that any 
other producer in the country would not have. 

You can get up a very logical argument as to whether we should 
have a program of this kind or not. And I have no quarrel with any- 
body that argues that you should not have it and who says it is a bad 
thing. But if you have a program, then I do not believe you can 
make it work if you are going to chip away at it. And you have gone 
one step further in your statement when you suggest that you are 
going to let the State institutions have an exemption. While that is 
perhaps not a large item, if we take all the State institutions in the 
country and give them that provision you would do quite a little 
chipping away on the whole program. 

So it seems to me it is a question of having a program or not having 
it. If we are going to have it then | think we must hold pretty 
strictly to the law as we have it now. If we are going to start cutting 
away, even if it is in very small cuts, then I don’t think it is going to 
last very long. 

Chairman Cootry. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Horr. Yes. 

Chairman Cootry. I would like to say it is true, Mr. Quigley, that 
you are speaking in behalf of the farmers who consume their entire 
production on their own farms. 

Mr. Quiciey. Absolutely. 

Chairman Coo.ry. You are not speaking for anyone who is in a 
commercial wheat producing area. 

Mr. Quicuey. If a farmer in my district were to grow 15 acres of 
wheat and he were to sell 1 acre of that wheat, or the product of 1 acre 
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of that wheat in the commercial market, he, under the provisions of 
my bill, would be completely subject to all the penalties. 

Only where the entire consumption from that farm is used or con- 
sumed on that farm would he be exempt from the penalty provision. 

Chairman Cootry. I am quite certain that we do have under the 

eanut program a right to plant peanuts and consume them by turning 
awe in on them to eat the peanuts in the field. I think that is right. 

Is that not true, Mr. Woolley? 

Mr. Woot.ey. That is right. 

Chairman Cootry. That is a precedent for what we are trying to do. 

Mr. Quieter. I will admit that I was not aware of any such pro- 
vision. But that is, in effect, what is being suggested here today. 

Chairman Cootry. I had an experience on my own farm in growing 
corn. I do not grow any corn for commercial purposes. I do not 
feed many livestock on the farm, but I had about 20 beautiful horses 
that I had to feed, and it is difficult for us to produce a sufficient 
amount of corn for them. 

If we had not removed this Holland amendment from the bill last 
week I would have been in all sorts of soil conservation trouble, 
because I would have to exceed what they gave me as an allotment. 
I say I have to. I do not know that I will, but I might. I know a 
lot of farmers who do. 

I can see some distinction between crops like wheat and one like 
cotton or tobacco which are not consumed on the farm. 

Mr. Quietey. My bill, H. R. 3232, is intended only where the 
entire crop is consumed on that farm. 

Chairman Cootey. Is not your bill identical with the one intro- 
duced by Mr. Reed of New York and Mr. Jonas of North Carolina? 

Mr. Quriatey. I believe it is, sir. I don’t have either of those bills 
in front of me. 

Chairman Coo.uey. The Senate bill has passed. The Department 
of Agriculture recommends the passage of 5S. 46 just as heretofore. 

Mr. Quic.tey. That is the same bill as mine. 

Mr. AuBert. Will the gentleman yield? 

These bills are all, except for minor verbal differences, identical. 

Chairman Coo.ry. I have a communication dated March 4, 1955, 
from E. L. Peterson, Acting Secretary of Agriculture, in which he has 
this to say: 


We favor enactment of this bill. 


I asked for a report on H. R. 1834 which is a bill to amend the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 to exempt certain wheat pro- 
ducers from liability under the act where all the wheat crop is fed 
or used for seed on the farm, and for other purposes. 

With the endorsement of the Department of Agriculture, and with 
all of these interested authors, it seems to me that this committee 
should certainly give very serious and careful consideration to the 
problem involved. I can see the difference between a commodity 
that is consumed on the farm and one which is marketed. 
aa Ausert. The committee will hear from the Department very 

ortly. 

Mr. Quie.tey. I would comment that if the communication you 
just read says ‘for feed or other purposes” 

Chairman Cooutry. That ‘other purposes” means to amend the 
act for other purposes. 
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Mr. QuiG.ey. I see. 

Chairman Coo.ey. I see the point you mention. It does not have 
the word ‘“‘food”’ in there. 

Mr. Quiauny. That is right. 

Chairman Cootey. In other words, it would not permit a farmer to 
feed it to his family. He could feed it to his livestock but he could not 
feed it to the family. 

Mr. Quie.tey. I would think that in the average situation that 
probably would only affect large institutions, hospitals, reformatories 
and things like that. 

CuHatRMAN Coo.ry. To make the bill conform to your idea it 
would have to have the word ‘“‘food” in there or the farmer could not 
feed his own family. He could feed his pigs but not his children. 

: Mr. Quieter. For food, feed, or seed, purposes would cover what 
want. 

Mr. Hope. I would like to ask one more question. 

Mr. AtBert. Mr. Hope. 

Mr. Hops. You say that this would not affect the commercial 
market because it is just going to be a case of people raising wheat for 
use on the farm. As a matter of fact, over the last 20 years we have 
fed on an average 216 million bushels of wheat per year in this country. 
We are not feeding that much wheat right now, but we have fed that 
on the average. Of course, that has not all been grown on the farm 
on which it was fed. A lot of that was commercial wheat. 

So I do not think you can say that when you apply this only to wheat 
grown and consumed on the farm that you would not be interfering 
with the commercial traffic in wheat because if you don’t grow it on 
the farm your poultrymen are going to have to buy wheat, corn, or 
some other feed. So it does interfere with the normal channels of 
trade for feed grain. 

Mr. Quietey. Mr. Hope, I could not deny there would be some 
impact. But I would be inclined to feel that it would be compara- 
tively slight, that the additional amount that would be grown here 
would not have a tremendous effect on the commercial wheat market. 

Mr. Hops. Let me call your attention to these figures which have 
been compiled by Dr. Wilcox of the Library of Congress and the 
Department of Agriculture figures. They are for the year 1952 to 
1953. Those are the most recent figures he could get. But they 
show that in that year in Pennsylvania 78.5 percent of the farms had 
wheat allotments of less than 15 acres. That is, practically four- 
fifths of your farms had allotments of less than 15 acres. That may 
or may not be true of the farms in your district if you have a better 
farming district. 

I know of some of the good farming districts in Pennsylvania because 
I have been there in the district of my friend Paul Dague from Lan- 
caster County. 

Mr. Quieter. I would concur in that statement. 

We are not better but almost as good as Lancaster County. 

Mr. Hope. If it is true that four-fifths of them already have acreage 
allotments of less than 15 acres it would not indicate there were a 
great many farms that have been growing more than 15 acres in the 
past or would need more than 15 acres for use on the farm, it seems to 
me. So it would indicate, I think, that it is just a case of the large 
commercial poultry men or users that want and expect to grow more 
than that amount at this time. 
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Is that not pretty largely the case? 

Mr. Quiatery. I would not say so on the basis of the sentiment that 
has been expressed to me. 

There are some pretty large poultry farmers in my district, but 
there are also an awful lot of small poultry farmers, a lot of small dairy 
farmers. 

And the general sentiment that has come to my attention that 
inspired my putting in the bill in the first instance certainly, to the 
best of my knowledge, did not come from any few big poultry farmers. 

I think I would be less than accurate if I did not admit to the com- 
mittee that the farmers of my district are not particularly enthusiastic 
about support programs in general. I think most of the farmers that 
make up the district that I represent are of Pennsylvania Dutch 
extraction, and they have all the hardheadedness and all the inde- 
pendent spirit that you usually associate with a Pennsylvania Dutch- 
man. When I talk to them—and I think Mr. Dague will probably 
confirm that when he talks to most of his farmer constituents—their 
attitude, for the most part, is ‘‘We would be perfectly happy if the 
Government would just let us alone so we can farm—period. 

Maybe they are right, maybe they are wrong in that approach. 
But I think that pretty much expresses their general outlook. And 
that is, I believe, their basic approach to the problem. 

Chairman Cootey. Maybe they are hardheaded, but don’t they 
realize if we did not have this wheat program just what kind of an 
unfortunate situation we would be in in this country? We would be 
planting 80 million and 90 million acres of wheat and destroying the 
purchasing power of the wheat producers, and they would be in 
bankruptcy. 

Mr. Quie.ey. I will comment on that by saying that I have made 
an effort to bring that point home time and time again. 

Chairman Coo.iey. I wish you would recommend that to Mr. 
Dague. 

Mr. Quia.uey, I will not say I have succeeded. 

I have one big disadvantage. I am not a farmer, of course, and, 
therefore, cannot speak to them as a farmer. 

Chairman Cootey. You can whisper over the radio to Mr. Dague’s 
constituents and maybe you together can get them educated over 
there. 

Mr. Dacusz. The farmers in Lancaster County have been operating 
on that basis for a couple of hundred years. Of course, the economic 
situation changes, and maybe some of these things that our chairman 
states are correct now. But they still remain unconvinced up there 
that they can’t get along without any program. 

Chairman Coo.tey. They are the same way in the tobacco program. 
They do not want any program on tobacco grown in Pennsylvania. 
They should realize that, while they have survived, there are others in 
this country who cannot survive unless they have a program. 

Mr. Quiautey. That is the attitude, right or wrong. That is their 
general attitude. 

Mr. Hope. I have one more question. 

Mr. Quieter. Yes. 

Mr. Horr. You are aware—and I am sure that your farmers are 
aware—of the fact that under the existing programs they can grow 
15 acres of wheat, they can grow all the corn that they want to because 
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there are no restrictions on corn in Pennsylvania since it is a noncom- 
mercial area, they can grow all the barley they want to, they can grow 
all the oats they want to, and they can grow all the hay they want to. 
So they are not going to be in very bad shape as far as feed grains are 
concerned whether we do anything with this legislation or not, no 
matter how large a farm they might have. Isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Quie.tey. They will survive. There is no question about that. 

They would be much more happy with the developments if this bill 
or one like it were to go on the statute books. 

Mr. Hors. I do not like to have them unhappy, but we have made 
a lot of producers in some parts of this country rather unhappy now 
with this 15-acre exemption because they feel it is a provision that has 
resulted in an increase in wheat acreage in certain areas where it 
would not have increased otherwise. 

And I am just saying that in passing that, out in Kansas, for instance, 
the 15-acre exemption is not looked upon with any great amount of 
favor but is considered a rather bad provision. I have defended it. 
I have always been for it. In fact, I even stuck my neck out so far 2 
or 3 years ago that I introduced a bill to raise the exemption to 25 
—_ And we approved that in this committee and it passed the 

ouse. 

Frank Woolley is laughing back there. He went over to the Senate 
and beat it. 

I am not opposed to the 15-acre exemption, but there are wheat- 
growing areas where they are very much opposed to it. And I think 
that is one thing this committee has to take into consideration. 

Mr. Quiciey. That is appreciated. 

Mr. Ausert. Thank you very much, Mr. Quigley. 

Mr. Quietey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. ALBERT. We appreciate the contribution you have made to 
the committee. 

I note the presence of our distinguished colleague, Congressman 
Henderson, of Ohio. 

Are there any other members who want to testify now? 

We are anxious to hear the Department representative and those 
representing farm organizations who have come up, testify this after- 
noon so that they will not have to come back, if possible. 

The Chair will recognize now our colleague, Mr. Henderson. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN E. HENDERSON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OHIO 


Mr. Henverson. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

For the record, I am John E. Henderson, Congressman from the 
15th District of Ohio. 

I will say at the very beginning that my comments will be brief. 

I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before the committee 
and appearing at this time. 

I come from southeastern Ohio, and was raised on a farm where 
we prided ourselves very much in the fact that it was pretty much a 
self-sustaining farm. In other words, we were able to and did raise 
nearly all of the crops that were necessary to sustain all the animals 
that we were raising, and to produce the milk that we sold, and to 
raise the members of the family that were living there. 


65806—55——_3 





14 WHEAT CROP USED ON THE FARM 


I think that is the principle involved in the farm economy of nearly 
every farm in southeastern Ohio. There are very few cash crops. The 
idea is a well integrated farm economy which does ultimately sell off 
some product, yes. 

My reason for introducing the bill which I introduced was because 
of the great popular demand back in Ohio for such legislation. And 
the popularity of the legislation has not diminished in the past months; 
rather, it has increased, and I have been getting letters from indi- 
viduals, farmers and from groups who favor such legislation. 

I am not restricted or confined to any specific language of any par- 
ticular bill, but the idea is there that a farmer be permitted to raise 
and produce the wheat that is necessary to sustain his farm economy. 
And for that reason the bill was introduced. 

I have talked with a great number of people back in Ohio. They 
are very much interested. And I had the pleasure very recently of 
receiving a letter from the Secretary of Agriculture, in which he stated 
almost unequivocally that that was a position that his Department 
would take with reference to such legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, I would iike to submit a copy of that letter for the 
benefit of this committee. 

Mr. AtBertT. Without objection, the letter may be included as part 
of the record. 

(Letter referred to is as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., April 5, 1966, 
Hon. Joun E. HENDERSON, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear CoNGRESSMAN HenperRson: Thank you for your letter of March 30, 
asking for our comments on H. R. 4570, your bill to amend the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938 to exempt certain wheat producers from liability under 
the act where all the wheat crop is fed or used for seed on the farm. 

We favor enactment of this bill, and have also reported similarly on S. 46 and 
H. R. 1834, other bills designed to accomplish the same general objectives as 
H. R. 4570. 

In the development of new or improved programs of price support for agri- 
culture, it has been our constant endeavor to minimize Government interference 
with individual initiative or enterprise so as to permit farmers to operate their 
farms with a maximum of freedom compatible with the effective operation of 
these programs, 

The bill, H. R. 4570, introduced by you, would be another step toward the 
achievement of this objective. We have long felt that the wheat marketing 
quota provisions contained in present legislation are needlessly restrictive. When 
marketing quotas have been voted for wheat, producers who harvest wheat in 
excess of their allotment are subject to penalty, whether they market their wheat 
or whether they feed it on their farms. Farmers who produce wheat only for 
feed and who do not want price support on their wheat or any other crop, are 
thus forced to curtail their operations and are in violation of the law and subject 
to penalty it they fail to do so. Since such wheat does not enter any marketing 
channels, its production does not affect the operation of wheat price support 
programs and, therefore, should not be subject to marketing quotas. 

The principle of enforcing compliance of minority groups of producers with a 
program determined by a majority of producers, underlies marketing quotas. 
It appears that the existing legislation needlessly regiments the operation of all 
wheat farms, regardless of whether wheat is produced for the market or for the 
farmer’s own use. With the present legislaticn providing for no marketing 
quotas on production of corn and price supports for feed grains other than corn 
being available to producers with no restrictions on production, the restrictions 
upon feeding of wheat produced on an individual’s own farm appear to be unten- 
able. 

Although the bill, if enacted, would become effective with the 1955 crop of 
wheat, it must be emphasized that it would in no way relieve or otherwise affect 
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the liability for marketing penalties incurred by these farmers who fed cr used 
for seed on their farms their entire 1954 crops of wheat. 

Enactment of H. R. 4570 would remove the dissatisfaction of many small 
wheat producers with the adjustment program as it must be operated under 
present legislation and. provide more adequate feed in the areas which in the past 
have not produced sufficient feed to meet local requirements. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. T. Benson, Secretary. 

P. 8.—The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the 
submission of this report. 

Mr. Henperson. Mr. Chairman, there is very little else that I 
would like to say. 

It is true that there are not a great number of farmers, that is, not all 
farmers are wanting to produce in excess of the 15 acres which they 
might possibly produce. There are some who would like to arrange 
their farm economy in such a way. There are those who have the 
process of rotation of crops, and smaller acreages sometimes upset the 
entire picture for them. 

But I think more than anything else is the fact that here is a restric- 
tion in the way a man may use his land for the purposes of his own 
farming industry. 

Farming is an independent industry, and a man likes to till his soil 
without molestation. And he likes to know that there, within his 
quarter section, he can be king and produce as he wants with as little 
interference as possible. That, I think, is the reasoning behind the 
feeling of those who would urge me to introduce this legislation, and 
who stand wholeheartedly behind me in hoping that will be the 
consideration and will of this committee that it be enacted into law. 

That completes my statement. 

Mr. Ausert. Thank you, Mr. Henderson. We appreciate your 
statement. 

Are there any questions? 

Chairman Cootey. I would like to ask a question. 

Suppose we inserted a provision which limited the farmers to their 
historical plantings and say that they cannot expand but shall be 
permitted to grow what they have been growing up to the normal 
consumption on the farm. 

You see, if we throw it open and say that anybody can use as much 
as they want on a farm in an unlimited fashion, it might encourage 
great expansion in the poultry industry. The farmer could say, “I 
can grow this grain and feed it to my own poultry.”” The poultry 
people have their own problems. 

So you would be injuring the poultry program, and you would be 
injuring the wheat program to some degree. 
Would you be willing to have a provision in your bill that you 
should not be, under any circumstances, permitted to grow in excess 

of what you grew in the last 3 years on an average? 

Mr. Henverson. Sir, I would rather hesitate to comment on that 
except that I personally dislike legislation which tends to preserve 
the status quo. I think that America has become the country it has 
because it has progressed, and I think farmers, in finding the best 
‘possible ‘method of farming their particular acreage in keeping with 
the trends in the economy, they too are responsible for the great 
strides agriculture has made. I would hate to see them restricted. 

Chairman Coo.ry. The trouble is consumption has not kept pace 
with production. Production has greatly exceeded consumption. If 
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we did not have this control of acreages in the basic crops, can you 
visualize what would happen in this country in 1 crop year? 

Mr. Henverson. I can realize that; yes. ; | 

Chairman Cootry. We have to cope with that. The only machin- 
ery that has been offered by any political party or any farm leader 
has been the establishment of a program which would enable farmers 
to try to keep their production in line with reasonable consumer 
demands. If you strike that down I know what would happen: we 
would go out and double our acreage and produce abundantly and 
then smother ourselves with the abundant production that we harvest 
from our fields. I can see the difference in an area like yours where 

people have been taught to live at home. We try to have them live 
at home in my State. We have been encouraging our farmers to 
grow all they could for home consumption, all their meat and their 
poultry and vegetables and fruit and crops of that kind. That is the 
ideal farm. 

We are now dealing, however, with an area like Mr. Hope’s section 
where the whole life of the people depends on the commercial produc- 
tion and sale of wheat. If we do not control it his people would be in 
trouble and the whole Nation would be in trouble. 

Mr. Henperson. I won’t complain of the legislation which controls 
it. The bills before the committee this afternoon, though, are 
designed to meet a situation in which there is no commercial dealing 
in a given product. 

Chairman Cootey. I see that, and I sympathize with it. If we 
could do what you want done without doing irreparable harm and 
great loss or damage to the farm program in the wheat area I would 
be inclined to say yes. I am almost persuaded to say yes anyway 
in view of this report from the Department of Agriculture and the 
great support that the idea seems to have in Congress from Members 
of both political parties. 

After all, Mr. Hope is interested in this program. He thinks it 
means something to the welfare of the wheat producers just as I am 
interested in the commercial producers of other commodities in my 
area. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. AtBert. Are there any further questions? 

If not, we thank you very much, Mr. Henderson, for your state- 
ment. 

Mr. Henperson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Avsert. Before we hear Mr. McLain’s statement I have a 
statement from another colleague, Congressman Poff, from Virginia. 
Without objection, this will be inserted immediately following the 
statement of Congressman Henderson. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


Testimony or Hon. Ricwarp H. Porr, A REPRESENTATIVE IN ConGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Richard H. Poff, and I have the honor to represent 
the Sixth Congressional District of Virginia. 

On May 4, 1955, I introduced H. R. 6019, which is one of a number of bills of 
similar import now before the committee for consideration. I am not so much 
interested in the passage of the bill which bears my name as I am interested in the 
passage of legislation which will effectuate the principle involved. 

The farmers of the district which I represent are small farmers. Most of their 
farms are small in acreage but they are fertile, well managed and productive. 
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While most of the farms are diversified and self-contained units, much of our 
farm income is derived from the sale of beef, pork, poultry, and dairy products. 

Insofar as possible, with limited acreage, our farmers try to raise their own feed 
supply. What they cannot raise, they are forced to buy at a price greatly inflated 
by the Government subsidy on grains produced in the West. 

Few, if any, of our small farmers raise enough wheat for sale on the open market, 
and still fewer raise enough to participate in the benefits of the price-support 
program. Indeed, farmers in the State of Virginia annually receive less than 
four-tenths of 1 percent of the wheat benefits under this program. 

Ordinarily, our farmers consume their entire wheat crop on the farm in the 
form of feed and seed. In spite of this fact, and in spite of the fact that they 
receive no price-support benefits, they are nevertheless subjected to the require- 
ments of acreage allotments and to the marketing penalties under the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act. This strikes me as grossly unjust. 

The Congress has the power to restrict acreage and impose marketing penalties 
on agricultural production only by virtue of the interstate-commerce clause of the 
Constitution. The purpose of the act, as an essential corollary to the price- 
support program, is to regulate the production of grain which has an impact upon 
supply and price as affected by interstate commerce. While I realize that there 
are Supreme Court decisions which hold to the contrary, I have never been able 
to understand how the production of wheat which is consumed by the producer 
and never sold has any effect whatever upon or any relation to interstate com- 
merce. How can it affect either interstate or intrastate commerce when it never 
enters the channels of commerce or reaches the market place? 

If this legislation becomes law, as I earnestly trust it will, a little farmer who 
consumes all of his wheat crop in feed or seed will be able to harvest as much 
wheat as he chooses, without regard to allotments or penalties. For my own 
part, I interpret the legislation to include not only wheat for seed and feed for 
livestock, but also wheat for flour for human consumption on the farm. 

It is becoming more and more apparent to our little farmers that the rigid 
price-support program is geared to the productive capacity of the big western 
farmer who tills thousands of acres of flat land with highly mechanized equipment 
and produces tremendous volumes of grain subsidized by the Government. 
When our little farmers buy this grain for feed and seed, they are, by paying 
these high subsidized prices, actually furnishing the ‘“support’’ in the rigid price- 
support program. Here, by the passage of this legislation, the Congress has an 
opportunity in some small measure to rectify this inequity and relieve the small 
farmer of the restrictions and penalties of the program from which he gets no 
benefits. 

I wish to take this opportunity to thank you for the opportunity of presenting 
my views, and I most respectfully, but none the less vigorously, urge favorable 
consideration of this legislation. 


Mr. Atsert. The Chair now recognizes Mr. Marvin McLain, 
Director of the Grain Division of the Commodity Stab lization Service 


of the Department of Agriculture. 
Mr. McLain. 


STATEMENT OF MARVIN L. McLAIN, DIRECTOR, GRAIN DIVISION, 
COMMODITY STABILIZATION SERVICE, UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. McLain. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
have just a brief statement that I would like to give to you, and then 
I have another comment or two and would be happy to answer any 
questions you might have as far as the Department’s position on this 
is concerned. 

The Department of Agriculture recommends enactment of H. R. 
1834, which, as I understand it, is very similar to the other bills 
enumerated here. 

The purpose of this bill is to correct a situation which has arisen in 
connection with marketing quota operations for certain wheat pro- 
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ducers who desire to use their entire output for feed and seed on the 
farm where produced, and who do not want to participate in the wheat 
price support program. 

Under the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, 
wheat producers subject to marketing quotas who harvest wheat in 
excess of their acreage allotment are subject to a marketing penalty 
on their farm marketing excess (unless thes aovoid or postpone the 
penalty by storage or delivery to the Secretary), whether they sell 
their wheat on the market or whether they feed it on their farms. 
The law is clear on this point and its constitutionality was upheld in 
Wickard v. Filburn (317 U.S. 111). Thus, farmers subject to quotas 
who produce wheat only for feed and seed and do not want price 
support on their crop are forced to curtail their operations or pay the 
penalty if they fail to do so. 

Production of wheat for feed is, in general, confined to small farms 
in the feed-deficit areas. 

Existing legislation exempts certain of these farms from marketing 
quota restrictions. For example, quotas are not applicable to ny 
farm on which the wheat acreage does not exceed 15 acres or on whic 
the normal production of the wheat acreage is less than 200 bushels 
Also, marketing quotas are not applicable to any farm in any State. 
which has been designated by the Secretary as outside the commer- 
cial wheat-producing area. 

Of course, we have 12 of those States which were approved under 
last year’s legislation, and the same States were designated again 
this year. 

H. R. 1834 broadens these existing exemptions to include those 
farmers in the commercial wheat-producing area who harvest more 
than 15 acres, who use all their wheat on the farm where grown for 
feed and seed, and who do not desire wheat-price support. Insofar 
as this latter group of farmers is concerned, wheat marketing quota 
restrictions impose special hardships. 

Accordingly, although the consumption of wheat on farms where 
grown does affect interstate commerce, the proposed exemption 
relating only to farms on which no wheat is removed would appear to 
be desirable. Such farms constitute only a small portion of all farm 
which produce wheat, and the proposed exemption, although creating 
some new problems, would not unduly hamper the administration of 
the wheat marketing quota and price-support programs with respect 
to farms from which wheat is removed. 

Enactment of this bill would be another step toward achievement of 
our objective—that farmers be permitted to operate their farms with a 
maximum of freedom. At the same time it would remove the dissat- 
isfaction of some small wheat producers with the program as it must 
be operated under present legislation. 

The bill, if enacted, would become effective with the 1955 and sub- 
sequent crops of wheat. It would in no way relieve or otherwise 
affect the liability for marketing penalties incurred by farmers under 
previous programs. 

I would like to add that, as D-rector of the Grain Division, I see 
most of the compla ning letters that come into the Department on 
market ng quotas. I think nine-tenths of the letters that we get are 
from people like these people that have requested this legislation, small 
operators that want to feed their wheat. 
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I had a Pennsylvania farmer come to my office. He had come to see 
Secretary Benson, and the Secretary was out. So he came on over 
to my office, and indicated this to me: He said, ‘‘Normally I raise 20 
to 25 acres of wheat. My allotment was just under the 15.” He said 
he just cou d not see why we have these restrictions on him when he 
had never sold a bushel of wheat in his life. 

He went on to say further that they wouldn’t do it to him in Russia. 

I got him straight on that pretty quickly because he was clear off 
the reservation when he made that statement. 

But we do have a lot of people that are affected by this that have 
consistently voted against quotas and that do it because they feel 
that they ought to be allowed to run their own business the way they 
want to. 

Frankly, Mr. Hope, I do not think it would affect the overall 
situation as far as the commercial wheatgrower is concerned, as far 
as the corngrower is concerned; because, of course, as you pointed 
out a little while ago, these people could shift to other crops. They 
could put their ground into corn or into barley, in areas where they 
could do it. 

But their answer to that is that they normally have raised wheat 
and they cannot see why they should not be allowed to raise it as 
long as they feed it. 

Our total feed units, of course, are getting up to an alltime high. 
And I do not think this would affect the total feed units very much 
either way because certainly the farmers that are permitted to put 
it into other crops are going to do it. 

Chairman Coouey. May I interrupt you there. 

In other words, your idea is that now they couldn’t put it in wheat 
but they can put it in other grain crops. 

Mr. Soka That is right. 

Chairman Cootry. Which would have the ultimate effect of adding 
to the overall production of food. 

Mr. McLain. That is right. 

Chairman Coo.try. So you might as well let them put it in wheat. 

Mr. McLarn. That is right. That is the question they raise with 


us. 

They say, ‘Well, we are allowed to put it into these other things, 
Why not let us put it inte wheat like we always have and feed it?” 

We believe, of course, they should not have any price support, and 
that they should feed it and keep it on the farm, and it should not get 
away from there. And we think, frankly, in the Department that it 
would eliminate a lot of the criticism that we have had on marketing 
quota programs for wheat, and probably benefit the commercial wheat- 
grower. 

Chairman Cootry. In other words, when you qualify this law so as 
to relieve the hardship we are talking about, those people probably 
would go and vote for the program whereas heretofore they have 
voted against it. 

Mr. MclLatn. I am sure that would be the reaction. 

We are for it primarily on the basis that these people have indicated 
that they have always fed their own wheat, and they see no reason why 
it should be interfered with when they are not asking for price supports 
in any manner or form. 
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Chairman Coo.ry. They would not be deprived of a vote because 
we exempted them, would they? Do they get a vote now? 

Mr. McLain. They would not be eligible to vote under this if they 
took advantage of this provision. Currently they are permitted to 
vote if they raise in excess of 15 acres or are subject to quotas. 

Chairman Cootey. In other words, if they want to raise 20 or 25 
acres. 

Mr. McLain. That is right. 

Chairman Cootry. A lot of these people do raise 20 or 25 acres. 

Mr. McLarn. That is right. They raise that much even though 
they have an allotment of less than 15 acres. 

Chairman Coouey. I understand. They are inclined to be against 
the wheat program, whereas if we eliminate them as a factor in the 
referendum they will be for it. 

Mr. McLain. I am certain that is true. 

Chairman Cootey. In that way you might benefit the program. 

Mr. McLain. I think indirectly that is correct. 

Mr. Lovre. How can you have one program for those in favor 
of it, and another program for those against it, and have anything 
but chaos? How could that help a program? You are either for or 
against a program. You cannot be all ‘shiews to all people at the 
same time. 

Mr. McLain. Of course, their point is, and it is our feeling, that 
if they feed the wheat—we now permit them to raise anything else 
in lieu of wheat if they want to as feed grain. So we have not aggra- 
vated a thing by permitting them to put it into wheat and feed it. 
Whether they put it in corn or whether they put it in barley or grain 
sorghum it would be the same thing as far as feed unit is concerned. 
If it is kept as feed and it is not used to sell we feel that it would not 
put the wheat farmer as such in any worse position than he currently 
is. 

Mr. Lovre. Would it help the big farmer? 

Mr. McLarn. I think that is a good question. 

I don’t think our position is that it would materially help him. 
But I don’t think it would hinder him or hurt him. 

One other comment, Mr. Hope, I would like to make about this 
15-acre thing which I have observed that has been very unfair is a 
fellow on a 40-acre farm is allowed a 15-acre minimum the same as 
the fellow on the 300-acre farm. We have had much complaint 
about that. You see the 15 acres is a minimum. And it is set up 
regardless of the size of the farm. Of course, you had to have some 
standard to go by, and I see why it was put into the law, but it is 
very unfair in the way that it operates with a lot of these small 
operators. 

Mr. Hops, It is simply a hardship provision. This bill is being 
urged as a hardship measure. I contend it is not a bardship measure 
because, in the first place, I do not think that the big poultry pro- 
ducer is himself a hardship case, but he can, if he desires to do so, 
produce other feed grains, so that that removes whatever hardship he 
might suffer if he is limited to no more than 15 acres of wheat. 

I cannot see that the sponsors of this legislation can come in and 
say that they are dealing with a hardship situation. 

‘Do you think they are? 

Mr. McLain. Only to this extent, Mr. Hope, that these farmers 
who have grown wheat consistently feel in their rotation that they 
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should not be told if they are going to feed it and there is not a great 
difference in the feed unit that they raise, whether wheat, barley, or 
corn. They feel that they ought to be allowed to produce what they 
ordinarily have. That is the only argument I can say on the side of 
permitting them to do it. 

Mr. Hopes. Every farmer having acres cut down can give a good 
reason why it should not be done. 

Out in the commercial wheat areas, they say, ‘““These farmers in 
Pennsylvania and Ohio can grow a dozen crops. They have a big 
choice of things that they can grow. Out in the commercial wheat 
area, we have just one or two crops that we can grow, and therefore 
we ought to be allowed to grow the wheat that is needed and it is 
wrong to give a man a 15-acre exemption anywhere.”’ 

So you run into that situation. 

Now, as far as this question of voting for or against quotas, it is my 
opinion, for whatever it is worth, that as far as the vote for quotas is 
concerned, you would lose as many votes for quotas if you pass this 
legislation as you might gain, because I think there would be a feeling 
of frustration if not of anger on the part of farmers in the commercial 
areas if they felt that we were taking the lid off as far as producers in 
these other areas are coneerned. 

I hear that criticism expressed often, that is, they criticize the fact 
that there is a 15-acre provision at all. 

Mr. Ausert. What would prevent, under this proposal, some per- 
son out in the commercial Wheat Belt from becoming a major feed 
operator and growing thousands of acres of wheat and feeding thou- 
sands of head of animals and really interfering with the commercial 
wheat market? 

I mean that as a theoretical case. 

Mr. McLain. Under the terms of the law, he would certainly be 
permitted to do it wherever he was if he fed all of the wheat; that is 
correct. 

Chairman Cootry. That is the reason I suggested to one of the 
witnesses that we might put a provision in the bill restricting him 
to his normal production during the last few years to discourage 
further expansion of that type. 

Mr. McLain. I think, further, in answer to your question, that 
the commercial wheat grower would not object with the supply of 
wheat that we have on hand to more of the wheat being fed. 

I had a Hereford breeder in Montana who called me about his 
excess plantiny. He was being assessed a penalty. He had two- 
hundred-forty-some acres of wheat that he planted. He said he 
always fed all of his wheat. I couldn’t believe that but it was a 
farmer in Montana who made that statement. 

If he is willing to feed it and does not step up his acreage because 
it is permitted to be done, I do not see that that would hurt the com- 
— wheat grower, because it would be consumed and gotten 
rid of. 

Mr. Ausert. He could step up his acreage if he wanted to. 

Mr. McLatn. Currently he can step up his acreage and put it 
into anything he wants to other than wheat, as far as Federal grains 
are concerned, and of course the limiting factor in most areas is 
what he can raise the most food units in whether it be corn or wheat 
or barley. 
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Mr. Atpert. Have you finished? 

Mr. Warts. Do you think this bill would require the definition of 
what is a farm? 

Mr. McLain. I would think we would use the same definition we 
currently do. 

Mr. Warts. Would it apply to a man who had a farm on one side 
of the road and another separate farm on the other side? Would he 
be allowed to raise it on one side and feed it on the other? 

Mr. McLain. Not if he operated as a unit, he certainly would not. 

Mr. Warts. If he operated each of them separately as a farm unit, 
he would not? 

Mr. McLain. My understanding of the bill is that a farm, of course, 
is the land that is covered within the operating unit. 

Now, is your question, if he had, say, 2 farms, 1 down the road 
and 15 miles away operated 1 separately from the other? Is that the 
question? 

Mr. Warts. He might operate separately or as a unit. 

I want to know what your interpretation would be on the bill if it 
were passed as to what it would cover. Would it also cover land that 
he might lease? 

Mr. McLain. Our interpretation would be that whatever he 
operated would be the farm. 

Mr. Warts. In other words, if he had a dozen farms and operated 
as a unit? 

Mr. McLain. As a unit, it would be considered a farm. 

Mr. Warts. If he decided to lease 500 or 600 acres of land and 
operated as a unit, it would still be a farm? 

Mr. McLarn. If it was one operation. 

Mr. Warts. You referred some time back to the fact that you felt 
that possibly, irrespective of the size of the farm, it restricted it to 
15 acres. One of the purposes of the quota laws is to preserve the 
historic pattern of the crops, is it not? 

Mr. McLatn. I was giving the observation that was given to me 
many times that they cannot see why on the 40 acre you permit 15 and 
on the 500 you permit the same. 

Mr. Warts. You would find that same differential in the farms that 
raise wheat for sale. 

Mr. McLain. I expect that is right. 

Mr. Warts. In some instances you might find a 500-acre farm 
with a 200-acre wheat allotment and in some other sections, a 25-acre 
crop 

Mr. McLain. Historically, those are arrived at by historical past 
records on the farm. 

When you come to the 15 acres, there is no connection with past 
historical connection. It is an arbitrary thing set up. 

Mr. Warts. It would seem that it is an arbitrary gift that the wheat 
growers have been permitted to take advantage of. 

Mr. Ausert. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Lovre. This legislation is more likely to hurt the wheat 
farmer than to help him. 

Mr. McLarn. I would not say that. Of course, I come from the 
Corn Belt. I would say that it is my observation that it would not 
hurt the commercial wheat grower, because if 1 were a commercial 
wheat grower, the more wheat that could be fed the happier I would be 
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because a lot of this wheat is going to have to be fed before the wheat 
farmer gets out of trouble anyway. We all know that. 

This permits that to be done which, I think, is a step in the right 
direction. 

Mr. Lovre. Of course, it has been contended and I believe you 
stated that it would not help the wheat farmer. 

Mr. MclLaurn. I said that I did not think it would hurt him. 

My opinion is that if we had had this type of program in operation, 
we would have less wheat in Commodity Credit Corporation’s hands 
today than we have presently. 

That is my opinion. 

Mr. Lovre. Can you give your reason for that? 

Mr. McLarn. Well, a lot of it would have been fed just like it 
normally was fed. We have people in some of these areas that are 
actually putting stuff under loan that if we had permitted them to 
have gone ahead and fed it, they would have had it fed. 

We have the value up on some farms where the allotment is slightly 
above 15 acres, and they have met the allotment, they have met it 
because of the restrictions we have had over them. 

If we had allowed them to feed that wheat, they would have fed it, 
but by making it permissible to get a loan, they have taken advantage 
of the loan, which you can’t blame them for doing. 

Mr. Lovre. It would seem that the commercial wheat farmer is 
oing to be losing at least part of that market under this kind of 
egislation. 

Mr. McLain. Well, of course, if he is losing it, he is losing it now to 
other feed grains just the same as he would under this plan, in my 
opinion. 

Mr. Lovre. That would be legalizing it. 

Mr. McLarn. It is pretty much legal the way it is under the law 
the way it is operated. 

Chairman Cootey. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Lovre. Yes. 

Chairman Cooutzy. Does the Secretary have authority now to 
permit the seeding of wheat when mixed with other grains? 

Mr. McLain. In the area where normally that has been done; 
es. 

: Chairman Cootry. I have a resolution here, Mr. Chairman, which 
I would like to put into the record at the end of this testimony. It 
is a resolution from the lower house of the General Assembly of the 
State of Missouri, which they passed and sent here to us and they sent 
a committee of 10 members of the house with each member appointed 
by the speaker of the House of Representatives of the State of Missouri 
to call on the Secretary of Agriculture and Members of Congress to 
urge that the Secretary use the authority which Congress has given 
him to alleviate the conditions in drought areas by permitting farmers 
to harvest mixed wheat and other small grains for feed purposes only. 

I understand that the committee came to see the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, but the Secretary of Agriculture refused to give the authority. 

Mr. McLain. That is correct, because Missouri is not a normal 
wheat mixture State. 

Mr. Ausert. Without objection, that statement will appear at 
the end of the testimony of Mr. McLain. 
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Chairman Cooter. I would like to include in that testimony a 
letter of March 4, 1955, from Mr. Marion D. Murray and Mr. 
Leonard Simmer, Chillicothe, Mo., and one from Van Buren, Mo., 
signed by Mr. Orran N. Tucker, office manager of the Reynolds- 
Carter County ASC, a letter dated September 21, 1954, addressed to 
Congressman Carnahan. 

r. ALBERT. Without objection, both letters may be admitted. 
_ Chairman Cootry. Now, you have explained that to my satisfac- 
tion. 

Where it was customary to mix wheat and other grains, you still 
permit them to do it, but in Missouri, where it has not been customary, 
you do not permit it? 

Mr. McLain. That is correct. 

Chairman Coo.try. They have grown wheat in Missouri. They 
are not now permitted to harvest it without paying a penalty and the 
plow-up date is fixed at about June 10. 

Mr. McLarn. It differs in various parts of the State. 

Chairman Cootry. I have been told by Members of Congress that 
in one section it was June 10. What happens if they refuse to plow 
up this wheat and go ahead and harvest it and use it on the farm? 
Do you have to go in there and make an investigation to determine 
how much they did harvest and how much they did feed and how much 
penalty was due, and bring a civil suit to collect the penalty? 

Mr. McLarn. All we do now is measure the acreage that was 
harvested and if they are in excess of their allotment, they are subject 
to the provisions of the law. 

They can take care of it in several ways. They either pay the 
penalty or store the wheat. 

Chairman Coo.ey. Let me remind you of the fact that my recollec- 
tion is that the law provides that the feeding of surplus wheat over 
= quota wheat to livestock is marketing within the purview of the 


Mr. McLain. That is right. 

Chairman Cooney. It is not a violation of any provision of the bill 
to harvest that wheat. Only when it is fed to livestock is it marketed 
and that is when the penalty attaches. 

If they harvest the wheat now in the field and put it in storage, they 
may keep it there forever without incurring the penalty until they 
start to market it. 

Mr. McLain. That is correct. 

Chairman Cootey. When they market it your Department will 
have to ascertain how much they fed to livestock and then you bring 
a civil suit to collect the penalty. 

Mr. McLain. That is true. 

Chairman Coouery. Conceivably, you could be involved in a multi- 
tude of lawsuits. 

Mr. Auzsert. Is that not true of our entire support program? 

Chairman Cootry. No, wheat is the only one. 

Mr. Ausert. We have to enforce it. The fact that it is difficult to 
enforce it is true of all the programs. 

Chairman Cootey. I am saying that only because in the commercial 
area, you would not have the problem, but if you have the problem 
that we are dealing with in the areas represented by Mr. Cole of New 
York, and Mr. Reed of New York, you have difficulties in all of them. 
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With cotton, cotton is marketed through the regular channels, 
tobacco is marketed on the warehouse floors; wheat is marketed in a 
certain way; and we add to the wheat law that if you feed it to livestock 
that, in itself, is marketing. 

Mr. McLarn. That is right. 

Chairman Cooury. So you have a problem that you would not 
have with cotton and peanuts. Is that right? 

Mr. McLain. We have not had too much difficulty in enforcing 
the marketing quota provisions. 

I think it is true, as you say, that we have had more trouble in the 
deficit areas, but we have had a little in the commercial areas but not 
too much. 

Chairman Cootery. I can understand this with a farmer in the 
drought area, and I understand that there are some places in Missouri 
which have been declared distressed drought areas. 

Here is a man with his livestock on the one hand, and his wheat in 
the field on the other hand, and the Government says he cannot feed 
his own livestock with this wheat. 

That is the problem we actually have, is it? 

Mr. McLain. That is right. 

Chairman Coo.tey. I can see that the magnitude of the thing is 
what is disturbing all of us. That is, if this feeding livestock is going 
to be of such magnitude that it adversely affects the overall commer- 
cial wheat program, then we should proceed very cautiously. 

I am inclined to want to favor some legislation that will certainly 
relieve them in the drought area even if you do not extend it to these 
other areas. 

Mr. McLarn. It is my feeling, and I have studied this very care- 
fully, that the more this wheat that normally is fed that we get fed the 
better off the commercial wheatgrower will be. 

I feel that very sincerely. 

Chairman Coo.tey. And the more secure the wheat program will be. 

Mr. McLain. That is right. 

Chairman Cootey. I can see in corn that you might extend this to 
wheat following Mr. Albert’s suggestion that we have tied in all these 
programs. If you extend that to corn, what percentage of the actual 
corn crop is actually fed to livestock? 

Mr. McLarn. With corn, the Congress wisely lifted the possibility 
of marketing quotas off of corn so we have nothing but acreage allot- 
ments on corn and the corn grower can do what he pleases. 

If he wants price support, he meets his allotment; if not, he raises 
what he wants and feeds it. It works very satisfactorily. 

Chairman Cooter. That would be the effect of this legislations be- 
fore us on wheat if we passed this bill permitting them to feed it or 
consume it on the farm. 

Mr. McLarn. That is right. 

Chairman Cootey. That is all. 

Mr. Ausert. Any further questions? 

Mr. Hops. I have one question. 

Mr. Atsert. Mr. Hope. 

Mr. Horr. You say this corn program was very satisfactory. It 
is early to tell whether it is going to work at all or not. 

Mr. McLain. I will say, Mr. Hope, that it has worked the most 
successfully of any of our basic grain commodities up to this point. 
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Mr. Horr. That is because you have not had an occasion to impose 
marketing quotas. 

Mr. McLain. It regulates itself because we do with corn what this 
bill suggests to do with wheat. 

If a fellow does not want to take advantage of acreage allotments 
and price support, he is free to do what he wants todo. That is why 
it has been popular with the corn farmers. 

Mr. Horr. Most of the time you have had no necessity for even 
acreage allotments on corn. 

Mr. McLain. We have had it about as often as we had it on wheat. 

Mr. Hops. I may be mistaken. I did not think we had it quite as 
often. 

You never had a supply which was large enough to require the 
imposition of marketing quotas. 

Mr. McLain. That is correct. 

Mr. Hops. So that you never had a trial as far as marketing quotas 
are concerned. 

I think everybody realizes that the enforcement of marketing quotas 
on corn would be a very difficult thing to do. 

Mr. McLain. It would be impossible. 

Mr. Horr. Yet it seems to me that with the feed grains stockpiling 
up as they are that you may run into a situation where acreage allot- 
ments may not be sufficient to deal with the feed-grain problem. 

Is there some danger of that? 

Mr. McLain. I think that is entirely possible, but I do not think 
it is going to be primarily because of the operation of the corn pro- 
gram. I think it is more apt to be because of the operation of the 
wheat program if we dump substantial portions of the wheat into feed 
channels which, it looks to me, eventually may have to be done. 

We hope that it will be done gradually when it is done, so that we 
do not disrupt the whole feed-grain structure, but where else are we 
going with this wheat if it is not feed? 

Mr. Hope. I have never urged that surplus wheat be turned to feed 
channels, but, still, it seems to me that it might be more logical to 
turn some of the existing stocks of wheat to feed channels than to 
encourage farmers to produce more wheat for livestock feed which this 
bill would do, of course. 

Mr. McLaun. I, of course, do not believe that it would get more 
feed units produced, because the acres that go in wheat will not go 
in barley, rye, or grain sorghums or corn. 

The total feed units, I think, would be about the same whether 
it is a building market or whether it is not. 

The only difference is that I think there would be an increase of 
the amount of wheat that was fed and probably less than we would 
take over. 

Mr. Hops. That is true in any situation where you would not 
have any controls over the planting of any of these interchangeable 
commodities. 

Right now is not your acreage going out of wheat and into other 
feed grains? 

Mr. McLain. That is right. 

Mr. Hops. You will always have that situation primarily because, 
in a good many grain-growing areas, there is no place else that the 
acreage can go. 
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Let me ask you this: Do you not think that you would have 
considerable difficulty in enforcing this legislation? 

Mr. McLain. I do not believe so, Mr. Hope. I see currently 
any wheat that is marketed has to have a marketing card, as you are 
well aware of. That would still be required under thislaw. Anybody 
that. wanted to market wheat would have to have a marketing card, 
and our people that buy grain in this country are very much aware of 
that and are very careful about it. 

We have had very little trouble that way. 

Mr. Hors. Suppose a man grows some of this excess wheat this 
year and does not feed it all this year. What can he do with it next 
year if he grows some more next year? 

Mr. McLain. My understanding, as I read the bill, is that if he at 
some time feeds the wheat on the farm, he is in the clear. I do not 
think it puts a definite limitation.on when he has to feed it. 

Mr. Hore. Do you not think that with all this wheat in the hands 
of people who do not have to get marketing cards, that you are bound 
to have some bootlegging? You could haul wheat from Pennsylvania 
to Maryland, from Maryland to Pennsylvania. 

Here is a large poultry producer in Pennsylvania who might very 
well buy some wheat for poultry feed from some farmer in Maryland 
who produced an excess and did not have a marketing card. Are you 
or to run into that? 

r. McLain. You mean between individuals that feed it them- 
selves? 

Mr. Hope. Yes. 

Mr. McLarn. I think it is entirely possible that there would be 
some of that, but, again, of course, that would be violating the law, 
but in the principle of the thing it would stil] be wheat that was fed. 
It would not get into the channels of trade which would interfere with 
the real commercial wheat grower. 

Mr. Hops. Well, of course, it might not get into the channels of 
trade. I think you are going to have difficulty if you have wheat 
circulating around like that. Maybe not. I do not know, but it 
seems to me that it would be difficult. 

Mr. McLarn. We have hot wheat today, Mr. Hope. 

Mr. Hope. This would simply add to your trouble, it would seem to 


e. 

Mr. McLain. You see, the fellow that currently is staying within 
the 15 acres would be in the same category as what we are talking 
about here. It is free wheat, you see, currently. 

Mr. Horr. Would you be in favor of repealing the 15-acre provision 
altogether? 

r. McLar. In lieu of 

Mr. Hope. Just repealing it, period. 

Mr. McLain. No, I would not, Mr. Hope, because I think it would 
be very unfair to the small producers that the thing was intended for, 
to start with, to repeal it. We have thousands of farmers that raise 
less than 15 acres of wheat and I think it would be a crime to subject 
those people to marketing quotas. 

Mr. Hops. I agree with you. 

Mr. ALBert. Those are not people that add to the surplus normally, 
are they? 

Mr. McLain. That is right. 
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Mr. Ausert. Are there any further questions? 

If not, Mr. McLain, we ponies your testimony, and I would like 
to ask that immediately following the statement of Mr. McLain, the 
report of the Department, dated March 4, 1955, and signed by E. L. 
Peterson, Acting Secretary, on H. R. 1834, may be inserted as a part 
of these hearings. 

Without objection, that will be inserted. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Marcu 4, 1955, 
Hon. Haroup D. Coo.ey, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear ConGressMAN Coo.Ley: This is in reply to your request of January 27, 
1955, for a report on H. R. 1834, a bill to amend the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938 to exempt certain wheat producers from liability under the act where 
all the wheat crop is fed or used for seed on the farm, and for other purposes. 

We favor enactment of this bill. 

The purpose of this bill is to correct a situation which has arisen in connection 
with marketing quota operations for certain wheat producers who desire to use 
their entire output for feed and seed on the farm where produced, and who do 
not want to participate in the wheat price-support program. 

Under the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, wheat producers 
subject to marketing quotas who harvest wheat in excess of their acreage allot- 
ment are subject to a marketing penalty on their farm marketing excess (unless 
they avoid or postpone the penalty by storage or delivery to the Secretary), 
whether they sell their wheat on the market or whether they feed it on their farms. 
The law is clear on this point and its constitutionality was upheld in Wickard vy. 
Filburn (317 U. S. 111). Thus, farmers subject to quotas who produce wheat 
only for feed and seed and do not want price support on their crop are forced to 
curtail their operations or pay the penalty if they fail to do so. 

Production of wheat for feed is, in general, confined to small farms in the feed- 
deficit areas. 

Existing legislation exempts certain of these farms from marketing quota restric- 
tions. For example, quotas are not applicable to any farm on which the wheat 
acreage does not exceed 15 acres or on which the normal production of the wheat 
acreage is less than 200 bushels. Also, marketing quotas are not applicable to 
any farm in any State which has been designated by the Secretary as outside the 
commercial wheat-producing area. Any State for which the wheat acreage allot- 
ment is 25,000 acres or less, may be so designated by the Secretary. 

H. R. 1834 broadens these existing exemptions to include those farmers in the 
commercial wheat-producing area who harvest more than 15 acres, who use all 
their wheat on the farm where grown for feed and seed, and who do not desire 
wheat price support. Insofar as this latter group of farmers is concerned, wheat 
marketing quota restrictions impose special hardships. 

Accordingly, although the consumption of wheat on farms where grown does 
affect the interstate commerce, the proposed exemption relating only to farms on 
which no wheat is removed would appear to be desirable. Such farms constitute 
only a small portion of all farms which produce wheat and the proposed exemp- 
tion, although creating some new problems, would not unduly hamper the admin- 
istration of the wheat marketing quota and price-support programs with respect 
to farms from which wheat is removed. This would not be the case, however, if 
the exemption with respect to feed and seed were to apply to farms on which 
wheat is produced both for home consumption and sale. 

Enactment of this bill would be another step toward achievement of our objec- 
tive—that farmers be permitted to operate their farms with a maximum of free- 
dom. At the same time, it would remove the dissatisfaction of some small wheat 
producers with the program as it must be operated under present legislation. 

The bill, if enacted, would become effective with the 1955 and subsequent crops 
of wheat. It would in no way relieve or otherwise affect the liability for market- 
ing penalties incurred by farmers under the 1954 wheat marketing quota program 
who fed or used for seed on the farms where produced their entire 1954 -wheat 
crops. 

As indicated above it is recognized that there will be certain administrative 
difficulties in putting the provisions of the bill into operation, but we believe it 
will be possible to develop adequate safeguards. 
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Additional administrative expenses would be incurred in carrying out the pro- 
visions of the bill, if enacted. It is believed that such increases might be absorbed 
from funds appropriated for administering the wheat quota program. However, 
a detailed analysis of the costs involved will be required before a definite cost 
estimate can be submitted. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that, from the standpoint of the program of 
the President, there is no objection to the submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. L. Peterson, Acting Secretary. 


Hovusz Rzso.tvution No. 71 


Whereas Missouri farmers should be permitted to harvest unlimited acreage 
of mixed wheat and other small grain without penalty, and 

Whereas a majority of Missouri counties have been officially recognized as 
drought disaster areas by the United States Department of Agriculture; and 

Whereas 3 years of drought has put many farmers in serious financial condition 
and restrictions on producing extra feed grain in the form of small grains mixed 
with wheat is placing restrictions on the farmer, so he cannot help himself; and 

Whereas wheat has the highest feeding value of all small grains and makes 
excellent livestock feed in mixtures with other grains such as oats and rye; and 

Whereas the past 3 years have disrupted many rotations, reduced the supply 
of feed grains and decreased the new and old acreage of grasses and legumes so 
important in land improvement and livestock production; and 

ereas there was a large acreage of wheat seeded in the fall of 1954 to help 

fill the need for pasture; and 

Whereas if the Secretary of Agriculture will exercise his existing powers and 
permit drought area farmers to seed oats and grass mixtures in this large wheat 
acreage seeded for pasture and harvest the mixed grain for livestock feed, a 
substantial contribution will have been made in helping the farmer help himself 
in this period of economic stress. This additional mixed feed will be fed on the 
many Missouri farms suffering from a prolonged grain shortage and will not add 
in any way to the national supply of commercial wheat: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the members of the House of Representatives of the General 
Assembly of the State of Missouri request the Secretary of Agriculture to use 
the authority which Congress has given him to alleviate conditions in drought 
areas by permitting farmers to harvest mixed wheat and other small grains for 
feed purposes only; and furthermore be it 

Resolved, That a committee of not over 10 members of the House be appointed 
by the Speaker of the House to call upon the Secretary of Agriculture and members 
of Congress, asking that the Secretary of Agriculture use the authority granted 
him by Congress to alleviate this serious situation in the State of Missouri; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That the travel and sustenance expense of the members of the 
Committee be paid from the contingent fund of the House. 

Eart A. Banr. 


RauLeH WIGFIELD. 


CHILLICOTHE STATE BANK, 
Chillicothe, Mo., March 4, 1955, 
Hon. Haroup D. Coo.ry, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatwes, Washington, D. C. 


Dear ConGrREsSMAN Coo.ry: As you are well aware the present tarm law 
which, under certain conditions, requires acreage allotments and permits market- 
ing quotas on wheat has prevented farmers from planting wheat acreages above 
their allotments for livestock feed purposes. 

With 3 successive years of drought this has worked a hardship on many of our 
farm families. We recognize the importance of controlling production where 
prices are supported, however, under the economic and weather conditions we 
have-experienced the past 3 years it seems to us very un-American to prevent a 
farmer from helping himself in this period with a little extra wheat grain for 
hogs and other livestock feed. Other small grains could be seeded in place of 
wheat but none are equal to wheat in protein content and feeding value. With 
the economic blows they have suffered the past few years we should help remove 
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as many of the roadblocks as possible and give them every opportunity to help 
themselves. This has always been the traditional American way to recover from 
temporary setbacks. 

We understand legislation has been introduced in Congress which recognizes 
this need for wheat to be used as grain feed above the regular acreage allotment 
which flows into commercial wheat channels. 

We hope you will support any legislation which will help our farmers with their 
feed grain problems created by the drought, yet which will permit them to retain 
their advantage of price supports on market wheat. 

Sincerely yours, 
LEONARD SirmmMe_er, President. 
Marion D. Murray, 
Agricultural Representative. 


Unitep States DeparRTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND CONSERVATION, 
Van Buren, Mo., September 21, 1954. 
Hon. A. 8. J. CARNAHAN, 
Congressman, Eighth Missouri District, 
Washington, D, C. 

Dear Str: During the past few weeks I have had opportunity to contact a 
large percent of the farmers of Carter and Reynolds counties. 

These farmers have called to my attention what seems to be a hardship which 
the Domestic Allotment Act of 1938 is bringing on them at this time. 

As you know, this area is not, and has never been identified as a major grain 
producing area, In fact a fair estimation of the normal grain consumption in 
this area is that not over 25 percent of the grain, fed is produced locally. The 
remaining 75 percent is shipped in from more fertile areas. 

Since wheat is the crop which is discussed more at this season of the year than 
any other crop, I shall try to convey to you the thinking of the farmers of our sec- 
tion of the State. 

Wheat is not an important crop here, and does not fit into the regular crop 
rotation on the average farm. Therefore the farmers are at a di.advantage when 
allotments are established, since allotments under the law are based on past history 
of the farm, 

Wheat is not a commercial crop heré, but rather a livestock feed. It is a fair 
estimate that 98 percent of all wheat grown in Carter and Reynolds counties in 
the last 20 vears has either been fed on the farm or used for seed. 

We have had a serious drought in this area for the past 3 years, and the Govern- 
pone has spent large sums of money to administer drought aid to livestock farmers 

ere. 

It is the opinion of our farmers that wheat allotments in this area should be 
discontinued this year, and farmers encouraged to seed wheat and other small 
grains to an extent which would help provide feed for livestock for the coming 
year. 

It is my opinion that all Members of the Congress of the United States should 
have it called to their attention that there is a possibility that the Domestic 
Allotment Act should be amended in the case of wheat to provide for minor areas 
as in the case of corn. This would permit these areas to produce wheat in larger 
amounts on occasions when it will fit into the rotation on individual farms, 
without penalties, and this, in my opinion, without contributing to the seriousness 
of the ever-increasing surplus in any way. 

Very truly yours, 


Orran N,. Tucker, 
Office Manager, Reynolds-Carter County ASC, 
Mr. AtBert. The Chair now notes that a former distinguished staff 
member of this committee is here to testify on these bills on behalf of 
the National Grange, and it is a pleasure to we'come back Mr. Joseph 
O. Parker. 
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STATEMENT OF JOSEPH 0. PARKER, ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL 
GRANGE 


Mr. Parker. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, I have been asked to appear here today for tne 
National Grange. 

The National Grange appreciates the opportunity accorded by this 
committee to present its views concerning S. 46, H. R. 1834, and simi- 
lar House bills. 

These bills would amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, 
as amended, and exempt certain wheat producers from liability for 
noncompliance penalties imposed under the act where the entire crop 
of wheat produced is used for seed on the farm or ‘ed on the farm to 
livestock or poultry owned by the owner or operator of the farm. 

As this committee knows the National Grange, in cooperation with 
the wheat growers of the Nation, has been vigorously seeking’ the 
adoption of an improved wheat program. We firmly believe that the 
present program is totally inadequate to meet either the needs of the 
wheat farmer, the livestock and poultry producer, or our economy gen- 
erally. It seems entirely clear to us that the current wheat program 
has never recognized that substantial quantities of United States 
wheat could and should be marketed as feed. It seems equally clear 
that the longer we continue to operate under the present program— 
even under the assumption of maximum flexibility insofar as the level 
of price support is concerned—the worse our position is certain to 
become. 

Any revision or change in the wheat program, however, to be 
sound must be fair to all wheat farmers, as it must also be to all 
poultry and livestock producers whether they be in Pennsylvania, or 
Oklahoma, or in any other wheat- or livestock-producing area. It 
must also do more. It must go to the root of the problem and not 
concern itself only with incidentals, which cannot possibly serve as a 
remedy for the total wheat problem. 

We have no doubt but that S. 46 and the similar bills were drafted 
and sponsored by their authors, and that they are being supported by 
the Department of Agriculture, in partial recognition of the short- 
comings of the present wheat program and the need for doimg some- 
thing to correct these shortcomings. The Grange is entirely sympa- 
thetic with that part of these bills which would provide increased 
individual freedom and opportunity to produce for available outlets, 
and we would like to be able to support a measure which would permit 
full attainment of such an objective. 

It is the belief of the Grange, however, that the proposed measure 
will do little to solve the problem of wheat. On the contrary, this 
fragmentary approach can only further aggravate the problem. 
While the measure would benefit those wheat producers who would be 
exempted from penalties and permitted to produce all the wheat they 
desire for feed or seed, it would increase wheat acreage, increase total 
wheat production and, in our opinion, would work in exactly the 
opposite direction from the declared objectives of the wheat program. 
It would also work in just the opposite direction from the declared 
objective of the Secretary of Agriculture, who has stated that he 
wants to see a program under which wheat will be produced in regions 
where it can be grown most efficiently and which permits the wisest 
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and most effective utilization of our productive resources and 
capacities. 

The Grange is also of the opinion that S. 46 and the similar bills 
would create grave inequities among livestock and poultry producers, 
because it would prevent the movement of wheat for feed purposes 
between areas and even between individual farm units—that is, if 
we are to assume an adequate police system and control authority to 
prevent bootlegging of excess feed wheat which is over and above the 
individual producer’s feed requirements. 

We want to reemphasize that there are certain potential effects or 
results from these bills with which the Grange is in accord, but we 
would prefer the privilege of participating in hearings to the end that 
the admittedly desirable features of the measures could be retained 
and made available to all wheat and livestock farmers without adopt- 
ing the shortcomings of the pending measures. 

We are just as certain that the members of this committee are 
as desirous as we are to guard against further confusion and aggra- 
vation of the very difficult situation in which producers currently find 
themselves. 

The proposed measure, in addition to adding to the total wheat 
acreage and supplies, would create many serious and costly adminis- 
trative problems. For example, under the wheat acreage allotment 
and marketing quota program, the farm marketing excess upon which 
a penalty is payable is determined on tbe basis of the excess acreage 
and the normal production therefrom. In other words, normal pro- 
duction (in the absence of proof that actual production is less than 
normal) multiplied by the excess acreage is the method of determining 
the penalty wheat. This method of enforcement has proved sound 
and workable. 

Under the proposed measure, a farmer is to be exempt only if he 
feeds all his wheat on his own farm to his own livestock. Sow is 
this to be determined? Why should a farmer who desires to feed his 
livestock be deprived of doing so merely because he markets some of 
his wheat production? Why should a producer of poultry or livestock 
who does not produce wheat be compelled to buy feed at supported 
price levels when he must market his livestock or poultry in competi- 
tion with farmers who do not do so? Presumably, under the bills 
under consideration, wheat may be carried over and fed in subsequent 
years when the same farm may then be producing wheat for market. 

It seems to us that the difficulty of administering such a program 
and that the costs of such administration are likely to be so great that 
escene may well prove to be impossible, or found not to be worth 
the cost. 

There are also other factors which we believe would add to the 
complication of the program. Although the bill provides that the 
excess seeded acreage would not be considered in determining wheat 
acreage allotments or marketing quotas for the individual farm, the 
penalty-free excess acreage would be used to redistribute the national 
wheat acreage allotment among the States and the State allotments 
among counties, thereby distorting the entire allotment distribution 
pattern. It also seems clear that to the extent that total wheat 

roduction and supplies would be increased by this unlimited penalty- 
ree production, this in turn would serve to reduce the national acre- 
age allotment and, through the application of flexible price supports, 
the price support level would likewise be reduced. 
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The Grange believes that the weaknesses to which we have referred 
far outweigh the benefits. sought to be obtained by the proposed 
measures. It is becoming increasingly apparent that wheat is 
probably the major problem in agriculture at the present time. It 
is also clear that the present program is not carrying us toward a 
solution, and the measures under consideration, although having 
laudable objectives, do not cope with the major underlying problems. 

It is the recommendation of the Grange that the committee sub- 
stitute the domestic certificate or two-price program, which the 
committee has twice reported favorably and which was passed by 
the House last year, for the bills under consideration, or at least defer 
consideration of the pending measures until this committee can again 
consider the bills which are designed to improve the overall wheat 
program. 

he domestic certificate program would have the vigorous support 
of the Grange and of the wheatgrowers of the Nation. Such a measure 
would do a far better job of fulfilling the objectives of S. 46 and the 
similar bills, since it would permit all wheat producers anywhere in 
the United States not only to produce wheat for feed, but to sell wheat 
for feed at feed prices, and it would enable every livestock or poultry 
producer wherever situated to buy wheat for feed at feed prices instead 
of at bread prices. 

The domestic certificate program for wheat, of course, has many 
other advantages with which this committee is very familiar. While 
accomplishing all of the desirable objectives which motivated S. 46 
and the similar measures, it would also provide the basis for a sound 
wheat program for all wheat producers and wheat users of the Nation. 

Mr. AuBpert. Thank you very much, Mr. Parker. Are there any 
questions? Mr. Hope. 

Mr. Hope. You raise a point here, Mr. Parker, about the redis- 
tribution of wheat acreage over the country, which I think has some 
~aeeeret 

hat is, that you would take wheat acreage out of the commercial 
wheat States, we will say, which would not receive any assistance 
under this law, and put it in the noncommercial States. 

Mr. Parker. That would be the effect and if the wheat acreage 
increased, as a result of this legislation, that would be a continuing 
process under the pending measures. 

Mr. Hope. It would increase total production of wheat and 
thereby have the effect of reducing the price support as well as re- 
ducing the total allotted acreage. 

Mr. Parker. That is correct. 

Mr. AtBert. Are there any further questions? 

Chairman Cooter. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aupert. Mr. Cooley. 

Chairman Cootzy. Would the Grange oppose permitting the feed- 
ing of wheat in these disaster areas which have been selected by the 
President as disaster areas if a man has his livestock on one side of the 
farm and has some wheat on the other side and here we officially de- 
clare a disaster area and yet by another law, say that he cannot feed 
his own livestock? 

Mr. Parker. Frankly, Mr. Cooley, I do not know whether the 
Grange has taken a position on that particular issue or not. 

Chairman Cootry. I can see the logic of your statement, but it is 
difficult for me to see much logic in a situation which declared a drought 
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area and in those drought areas shipped in feed, at a low cost, on 
which the Government pays subsidies and takes the loss, and yet a 
man has feed on his own farm and is not permitted to feed it. 

Mr. Parker. As I say, I am not familiar with what the position 
of the Grange would be at the present time, but with respect to the 
particular measures under consideration, they are permanent pro- 
visions of law which would permanently exempt certain wheat farmers 
from the penalty provisions and under the grain proposal, we would 
like to have a program whereby all wheat producers could produce 
wheat for feed, sell wheat for feed, and all livestock and poultry pro- 
ducers could either produce or buy wheat for feed. 

That is the essence of the Grange position. 

Mr. Horr. What would happen to the wheat program if you per- 
mitted that? 

Mr. Parker. We think that we would have a far improved program 
over the existing program. 

Mr. Atserr. Your support program would be limited to wheat 
going into flour? 

Mr. Parker. That is right, the support program would, in effect, 
be limited to the portion of the wheat that went into food consumption. 

Chairman Coo.irey. Then we would be accused of holding up the 
price of vital food to the consuming public and feeding it to hogs and 
horses cheaper than to human beings. 

Mr. Parker. I do not think so. I think that under the plan, the 
feed that went into human consumption would go into human con- 
sumption at a price which would be determined by the Congress, a 
fair price, both to producers and consumers, and I think that the feed 
that went to the animals would eventually be consumed by the same 
consuming public and they would get the benefit of it. 

Mr. Auspert. Are there any further questions? 

If not, we thank you very much for your statement, Mr. Parker. 

The Chair now recognizes Mr. Frank Woolley, former member of 
the Department of Agriculture, and a friend of all the members of this 
committee, who will now testify on behalf of the American Farm 
Bureau Federation. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK K. WOOLLEY, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, 
THE AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Woout.ey. The American Farm Bureau has a membership of 
1,609,461 farmer families in the 48 States and Puerto Rico. We 
appreciate this opportunity to express our views in connection with 
H. R. 1834 and other identical House bills which permit producers 
of wheat to grow wheat for feed without penalty. or restriction so 
long as all wheat produced on the farm is used for seed or feed thereon. 
We understand an identical bill, S. 46, has passed the Senate. In 
peneeet we favor this bill. However, we do not think framers should 

e given price support on wheat or any other crop if they exceed 
their allotment for wheat. 

The resolutions with respect to this subject passed by the voting 
delegates at our last meeting in December read as follows: 

We recommend that the American Farm Bureau Federation board of directors 
give consideration to the possibility of legislation to permit farmers to grow 
wheat for feed without penalty or restriction so long as all wheat produced on 
the farm is fed thereon, 
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Pursuant to this resolution, the board of directors of the American 
Farm Bureau Federation studied the proposal and decided the 
American Farm Bureau Federation supports legislation to permit 
farmers to harvest wheat for grain without penalty so long as all 
wheat produced on the farm is used for seed or feed provided such 
farmers will not be eligible under any crop-support program. 

As you know, the underlying premise of the price support laws 
since 1933 has been that supplies should be brought into line with 
demand. Congress has repeatedly set up standards for price support 
based upon the ability and willingness of producers to keep supplies 
in line with demand. 

Representations have been made that it is unfair to impose market- 
ing-quotas on wheat producers in areas where wheat is needed for 
feed and farmers are not interested in price supports. We agree, 
however, the pending bill would give producers who use their wheat 
for feed price support on other crops. Here we disagree. By such 
a provision of law, farmers could stay within their acreage allotments 
on corn and through price support dispose of that crop to the Govern- 
ment and at the same time devote unlimited acreage to the production 
of wheat for feed to take the place of corn. 

As this committee knows, the American Farm Bureau Federation 
takes the position that the producers of a price supported crop should 
not be permitted to dump on other crops the acreage diverted from 
the crop bemg supported. Such a practice is extremely unfair. How- 
ever, if a producer is willing to forego price supports on other crops, 
he should be free to use his property to produce such crops as he 
chooses. 

Accordingly, it is suggested that H. R. 1834 be amended as follows: 

That such producers shall be ineligible for price support on any other crops 
during the year in which they have exceeded such wheat acreage allotment. 

With this amendment, we recommend that H. R. 1834 be passed. 

Mr. Atsert. We thank you, Mr. Woolley, for this statement. 

The Chair would like to state that we do have a rollcall on a bill, 
a motion to recommit pending. We will have to recess for that. 

I hope we can finish before that. 

Also, the Chair would like to state that upon adjournment, the 
subcommittee will reconvene on Monday, June 6, at 10 a. m., to hear 
those in opposition to the bill. 

I understand there are some growers and grower organizations who 
desire to be heard, and the committee has set that time for that 
purpose. 

Mr. Cooley? 

Chairman Coo.ry. Mr. Woolley, you presented a rather unique 
document here. 

You say you are in favor of the bill generally. Then you say 
that you are in favor of denying the wheatgrower who exceeds his 
normal allotment price supports on wheat. 

Then you go further and deny him, by this provision, any price 
support on any crop if he exceeds his acreage allotment. 

Mr. Woouury. We say, if the producer is really interested in wheat 
for feed and does not want price support, that is fine, but if you sup- 
port the price of other crops and permit him to produce wheat, you 
are, in effect, giving him price support at the same time he is producing 
an unlimited quantity of the commodity. 
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Chairman Coo.try. You are going back to the Holland amendment 
which we put in the bill last year and took out this year and even took 
it out with Senator Holland’s approval. 

Mr. Wooutey. Senator Holland did not agree to take the so-called 
Holland amendment out of the law. I think that if you check the 
records of the American Farm Bureau Federation, you will find that 
they have consistently throughout the years advocated that producers 
should not be rewarded for exceeding their acreage allotments. 

Chairman Coo.ry. In taking that position, the Farm Bureau 
stands absolutely alone. 

Mr. Woottry. I think many people and organizations support the 
same principles that we do. However, it is not unusual for the 
American Farm Bureau Federation to stick by its position. 

Chairman Coo.ey. It seems that you have been standing alone 
since 1949. 

Mr. Woot.ey. I do not understand what makes you say that. 
We are doing a good job of thoroughly considering both the short and 
long run consequences of our actions. 

Chairman Coo.tey. The trouble is that your organization wants to 
hook something onto the bill to make it unpalatable to everybody else. 
So know when you offer this amendment this bill does not have a 
chance. 

Mr. Woou.ry. We do not know that at all. 

Chairman Coo.tny. Of course you know that. Why do you not 
put that in the basic law and make it applicable to all other programs? 
Why single out the wheat program? 

Mr. Woottey. We tried to do that, Mr. Cooley. 

Chairman Cootry. And almost by unanimous vote both Houses of 
Congress took out the Holland amendment. 

Mr. Woou.ey. If Congress does not want to help the farmers keep 
supplies in line with demand, that is its responsibility. 

Chairman Cootry. Mr. Hope has done more for the wheat farmer 
than anybody else and you know it. 

Mr. Wootuey. No doubt Mr. Hope has done what he thought best 
for the people in his district. 

Chairman Cootry. If they listen to you, you will destroy this pro- 
gram in 1 year. 

Mr. Woouttey. We think that if the program is not kept on a 
responsible basis, that that will be the cause for the destruction of the 
program. That has been our position for years. 

Chairman Cootey. We are dealing now with food grown on a 
farm which farmers want to feed to some of their chickens, cows, 
pigs, or other livestock. 

Mr. Woot.tey. We are in favor of it. ' 

Chairman Coo.ry. But when he does that, if by chance he has 
another crop on that farm, cotton, we will say, then you pull all the 
program out from under him and give him no support at all, 

Mr. Woou.ey. Basically, wheat is not competing with cotton. 
Wheat in this instance is competing with other feed grains. 

Chairman Cootey. Why would you include cotton, then? 

Mr. Woottey. Basically, the area that claims that it wants this is 
the Appalachian area and the area starting with Ohio and coming east 


in the dairy region of New York, Pennsylvania, and so forth. »They 
say they are not interested in price support. Testimony was given 
here by a Congressman today that the farmers in that particalar 
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area are not interested in price support. All they want to do is to 

be left alone to produce on their own farms. 
We say that those people who really mean that they are not inter- 
a produce what 


ested in price support should be free to go ahead an 
they will on their acreage. 

owever, we do not go along with people who contend that they 
are in favor of controls to control production and price support and 
then, through the back door, manage to get price support. 

We just do not agree with those people at all. 

Chatnean Cooter. Let me ask you a direct question. Are you in 
favor of the bill, any, one of these bills, if we do not take the amend- 
ment offered by you? 

Mr. Woo.tey. We favor this, provided those farmers who exceed 
their allotments do not receive price support on other crops. 

Chairman Cootry. The reverse of that is, you do not favor the bill 
unless we accept an amendment substantially as you proposed? 

Mr. Wootuny. No. We favor it provided it is amended. 

Chairman Cooter. That is all. 

Mr. AuBert. Thank you, Mr. Woolley. 

Without objection, we stand adjourned until Monday morning, 
June 6, at 10 a. m. 

(The following statements were submitted to the subcommittee:) 


HovusE or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 2, 1955. 
Hon. Cari ALBERT, 
Chairman, Wheat Subcommittee, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C 


Dear CHAIRMAN ALBERT’ On date of May 10, 1955, I introduced H. R. 6145 
into the House of Representatives. It is my understanding that your sub- 
committee will further consider this bill on June 6, 1955. 

I was prompted to introduce this bill, because of a number of inequities that 
exist. in my district due to restricted measures of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, as amended. 

With your permission, I would like to present to your attention two of these 
instances, 

There are a number of large landowners in my district who have a private 
nee of propagation and preservation of wildlife on their landholdings. 

. 6145 would enable these landowners to raise wheat for feeding of wildlife 
and waterfowl. 

Another instance is the Georgia Baptist Orphans Home in Odom, Ga. This 
institution finds it impossible under the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, 
as amended, to raise wheat for the purpose of manufacturing flour for the orphans 
of the home. 

There are other instances of hardships in my district that would be eliminated 
by the passage of H. R. 6145. However, it is my siricere belief that the bill will 
aaa certain inequities that are being suffered by farmers throughout the 

ation. 

Twill deeply appreciate the earnest consideration and approval of H. R. 6145 
by your subcommittee. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Ints Burren, M. C. 


STaTEMENT oF Hon. Atvin M. BENTLEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FRoM 
THE StaTE or MICHIGAN 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I appreciate this opportunity 
to offer testimony in support of H. R. 1834 which is similar to my own bill, H. R. 
5397. I am gratified that the Wheat Subcommittee is holding hearings on such 
— since I understand that an identical bill, S. 46, has already passed the 

nate. 
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This legislation would exempt wheat farmers from any obligation under the 
act of 1938 to pay a penalty, to deliver or to store any excess wheat crop, beginning 
in 1955, provided that none of the individual crop was removed from the producer’s 
farm but was entirely used for seed or for livestock and poultry feed on the farm. 
Compliance with any departmental regulations would be an additional proviso. 

I understand that the Department of Agriculture under date of March 4 has 
submitted a favorable report to your committee on this legislation. The Depart- 
ment points out that farms with less than 15 acres of wheat or with less than 200 
bushels of normal production are already exempted from marketing quota restric- 
tions as are farmer; in any State designated as being outside of the commercial 
wheat-producing area. This legislation would extend the exemption'to’ all Gases 
where wheat produced on a farm was used only for feed or seed on that particular 
farm and, in fact, was never removed from it. The Department indicated that the 
administration of this proposed legislation would not be difficult. 

The American Farm Bureau Federation has testified in support of this legisla- 
tion but has suggested that no farmer who exceeds his acreage allotment for wheat 
be eligible for price support on any other crop. This suggestion would prevent 
a farmer from staying within his allotment for corn and disposing of his entire 
corn crop to the Government while his feed requirements were entirely satisfied 
through unlimited production of wheat. I would be in favor of such an amendment 
to the pending legislation and would urge committee action in such respect. 

While sympathetic to the aims of this program, the National Grange has felt 
compelled to oppose this specific legislation for a variety of reasons which may 
appear to it to be eminently sound. However, the question which the Grange raises 
regarding the cost of administering such a program has, I believe, already been 
answered by the Department’s own views on this subject. Or course, I under- 
stand that the Grange would naturally prefer the adoption of its own two-price 
program which it has consistently advocated for a considerable period of time. 

Mr. Chairman, the farmers of Michigan showed last year that they did not want 
penalties and restrictions in connection with their wheat production. My 
congressional district is largely in the commercial wheat-producing area but my 
farmers can be mostly classified as small wheat farmers. There are only a few 
hundred who have more than 15 acres of wheat or who produce more than 200 
bushels, Most of these are also dairy farmers or raise livestock or poultry or 
both. There is little wheat here that moves into commercial channels and I feel 
that the majority of my farmers would welcome the opportunity to retain their 
wheat on their farms for feed or such purposes, provided they could enjoy the 
exemption provided for in H. R. 1834. Michigan farmers, by and large, want 
freedom from controls, freedom from Government restrictions and interference 
and I would say that a majority of them would be happy to see freedom from sup- 
ports provided they could have the other freedoms concurrently. Our small 
wheat farmers do not want any part of marketing quotas since the large part of 
their wheat is used for feed or seed in any event. For these reasons, Mr. Chair- 
man, I urge the adoption by your committee of H. R. 1834. 


STaTEMENT oF Hon. T. Mriuet Hann, a REPRESENTATIVE IN Coneress From 
THE STATE oF New JERSEY 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity of addressing the committee on 
the subject of my bill, H. R. 3669. The purpose of the bill is very simple and I 
think proper. It is well expressed in its brief title as follows: ‘““To amend the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 to exempt certain wheat or other grain 
producers from liability under the act where all the wheat or other grain crop is 
fed or used for seed on the farm, and for other purposes.” 
The principal although not the only interest in this bill in my area is in the 
oultry industry. At the beginning of the present session, the New Jersey State 
Poultry Association called this problem to my attention in a letter which I quote 
in part as follows: 
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NEwFIELD, N. J., January 11, 19565. 
Hon. T. Mitutet Hanon, 


House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear ConGressMAN Hann: There is one provision in the 1954 price-support 
law which adds insult to injury. The wheat acreage allotment regulations pre- 
vents a poultryman from growing more than an allotted acreage of wheat even 
though he feeds it all on his own farm. 

We humbly request that the law be amended to allow poultrymen or farmers 
to grow any amount of grain on his own farm provided he feeds it all to his own 
stock. We believe the growing of home-fed grains will enable many poultrymen 
to meet the present unfavorable egg-feed ratio. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Hersert O. WEGNER, 
President, New Jersey State Poultry Association. 


To the same effect, is a letter from the Vineland and South Jersey Cooperative 
Egg Auction & Poultry Association, Inc., a cooperative representing 1,000 poultry 
and egg producers. hey said: 


VINELAND, N. J., January 20, 1958. 
Hon. T. Mittet Hanp, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear ConGressMAN Hanp: At a meeting of the board of directors of this co- 
operative of approximately 1,000 poultry and egg producers, it was unanimously 
voted to ask your help in having the 1954 price-control law amended to exempt the 
acreage controls from all wheat produced and consumed by the livestock on the 
home farm. 

We believe that it is fundamentally wrong and contrary to the principles of our 
Constitution, to the American concept of society, and to our free-enterprise 
system to prevent poultry farmers through Federal regulation from the free 
utilization of land for the production of grain for feeding their own flocks. 

Can you help us in this matter? 

incerely yours, 
TuHeEeopore Ritter, Secretary. 


Following the introduction of the bill, the Northeastern Poultry Producers 
Council wrote me strongly endorsing the bill and said: 
TRENTON, N. J., April 7, 1955. 
Subject: H. R. 3669. 
Hon. T. Mrttet Hann, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear ConGRESSMAN HaAnp: We are very pleased to learn that you have intro- 
duced bill, H. R. 3669, to the House of Representatives, to amend section 335 of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 so as to exempt poultrymen and others who 
grow wheat as feed on their acres for their own livestock. We are notifying the 
poultrymen of the State of New Jersey and the New Jersey State Poultry Asso- 
ciation, who are members of this council, of your praiséworthy action. 

The Northeastern Poultry Producers Council represents poultry producers 
from the 14 Northeastern States and we are very much in accord with the intent 
of your proposed legislation. We sincerely hope it will receive favorable considera- 
tion when it reaches the House floor. The approval of this legislation will mat- 
rially aid the responsible poultry industry to continue its position to stand on 
its own feet and not ask for Government aid in the form of subsidies and other 
handouts. 

If there is anything which we, as an organization of poultry producers can do 
to help you further this legislation, please do not hesitate to let us know. 

Our sincerest thanks, Congressman Hand, for your helpful support in attempt- 
ing to solve this burdensome problem of the poultry industry. 

Sincerely yours, 
ANDREW E. Danisu, President. 


Mr. Chairman, it seems to me wiser to let these people who are intimately 
dealing with the problem speak for themselves rather than for me to to make an 
extended statement. I can only say in conclusion-that I am in thorough accord 
with the principles expressed in these letters. I trust that the committee will 
give careful attention to this and similar companion bills which are the subject 
of today’s hearing. 
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STaTEMENT OF K. KeENpRIcK, Presipent; Hersert Hucses, CHAIRMAN, 
NATIONAL ProGRAMS COMMITTEE; NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF WHEAT 
GROWERS 


The National Association of Wheat Growers is not opposed to the feeding of 
wheat to livestock and poultry. In working out a solution to our present wheat, 
surplus problems we feel there must be a provision made for the movement of 
some additional amount of the crop into feed uses. This bill however involves 
granting the privilege of feeding wheat grown on acreage in excess of allotments 
to a special group, those who feed all of their production. 

This is in effect a weakening of the Production Control Program for wheat at a 
time when supplies are already excessive, and drastically reduced production 
by regular commercial wheatgrowers is permitted. 

This entire farm problem is caused by the lessening of foreign wartime demand 
for many of our agricultural commodities. This calls for an adjustment in our 
production which should be shared by producers of all commodities. However, 
wheat and cotton producers particularly are being asked to make severe adjust- 
ments, while some others are making little or no adjustment. This bill is a form 
of relief primarily for those who have made little adjustment in their volume of 
agricultural production, not for those who are making a big adjustment and need 


help. 

Phere would certainly be some criticism of this provision by those who followed 
the regulations of the control program at planting time last fall and others who 
have already destroyed acreage to avoid penalty. 

We recommend that a decision on this provision be delayed until consideration 
can be given to the entire price support and control program for wheat. Such 
consideration is being hurried by the emergency conditions which are now evident 
and seem to demand a basic change in principle in our wheat program. 


(Whereupon, at 4:25 p. m., the hearing was adjourned until 10 a. m., 
Monday, June 6, 1955.) 


x 








